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ABSTRACT 
This study analyzed three analytical essays and three metacognitive reflections 
written by 36 high school sophomores during one school year. After they had written 
analytical essays, students wrote reflections in which they described their writing process, 
explained what they did well, and identified two areas for improvement. The study 
focused on what students wrote in their reflections, the relationship between writing and 
metacognitive knowledge and strategies, and whether writing or metacognitive 
knowledge and/or strategies improved over time. After trained scorers holistically scored 
the essays, student reflections were analyzed for evidence of the three types of 
metacognitive knowledge: declarative, procedural, and conditional (Jacobs & Paris, 
1987), as well as the metacognitive strategies of monitoring and self-correction (Baker & 
Brown, 1984). The study found that all three types of knowledge and both types of 
strategies were present in the majority of student reflections. There was a relationship 
between conditional knowledge and strategies, and self-correction did not occur without 
monitoring. In addition, there was a significant correlation between students' final essay 
scores and final metacognitive reflection. Student essay scores significantly improved 
vi 
over time, but their level of metacognition remained the same. These findings suggest 
that further research on metacognition and writing can build upon the rich base of 
research on metacognition and reading to develop future avenues for investigation, and 
that written metacognitive reflection may be an effective addition to writing instruction. 
Vll 
CONTENTS 
Dedication 
Acknowledgments 
Abstract 
List of Tables 
List of Figures 
I. 
II. 
III. 
IV. 
Introduction 
Context of the Problem 
Teacher as Researcher: A Personal Reflection 
Research Questions 
Review of the Literature 
History of Theory and Research on Metacognition 
Cognitive Theories of Writing 
Improving Student Writing Through Metacognition 
From Reading to Writing 
Methods 
Participants 
Setting 
Context 
Procedures 
Data Collection 
Data Analysis 
Scoring the Essays 
Analysis of the Metacognitive Reflections 
viii 
lV 
v 
vi 
X 
Xl 
1 
1 
5 
6 
7 
7 
10 
16 
19 
22 
22 
22 
23 
24 
26 
27 
27 
30 
Statistical Analyses 35 
v. Findings 39 
Research Question 1: Content of the Reflections 39 
Research Question 2: Relationships 44 
Research Question 3: Growth over Time 45 
VI. Discussion 47 
Discussion of the Findings 47 
Limitations 50 
Recommendations for Future Research 51 
Implications for Future Research in Instruction 52 
Appendices 54 
Appendix A. A Unit Plan of Instruction for Writing 54 
Appendix B. Essay Essentials Handout 83 
Appendix C. Holistic Rubric for Literary Analysis 86 
Appendix D. Examples of Coded Metacognitive Reflections 88 
Appendix E. Student Scores and Levels 90 
Appendix F. Selected Student Reflections 91 
References 94 
Curriculum Vitae 101 
IX 
LIST OF TABLES 
Table 1. Means and Standard Deviations of Essay Scores 29 
Table 2. Metacognitive Level and Coding for Each Reflection 36 
Table 3. Word Counts at Each Level for Essays 37 
Table 4. Word Counts at Each Level for Reflections 38 
Table 5. Number of Students at Each Level on Each Essay 46 
Table 6. Number of Students at Each Level on Each Reflection 46 
X 
LIST OF FIGURES 
Figure 1. Illustration of the Hierarchical Organization of Meta-Level and Object-Level, 
and the Hypothesized Flow of Information in Metacognition 10 
Figure 2. Hacker, Keener, and Kircher's Metacognitive Model of Writing 
Figure 3. English 2 Honors Curriculum, 2006-2007 School Year 
Figure 4. Student Metacognitive Reflection Assignment 
Figure 5. Directions for Using Holistic Rubric for Literary Analysis 
Figure 6. Essay Scores over Time 
Figure 7. Codes, Definitions, and Examples from Student Reflections 
Figure 8. Data Display by Student at Different Metacognitive Levels 
Figure 9. Metacognitive Level over Time 
Figure 10. Example of Coding in Reflection 1, Student 31 
Figure 11. Model of Post-Hoc Written Reflection 
Xl 
15 
24 
26 
28 
29 
31 
33 
37 
42 
43 
1 
I. INTRODUCTION 
Context of the Problem 
In today's information-rich global society, the ability to communicate effectively 
in writing is a critical component for success. Wagner (2008) states "communication 
skills are a major factor highlighted in dozens of studies over the years that focus on 
students' lack of preparation for both college and the workplace" (p. 34). A study of 300 
instructors at two- and four-year colleges showed that 62% thought that students entering 
college write poorly (Achieve, 2005). Over half of all employers cite written 
communication as "very important" for high school graduates' successful job 
performance, yet 80% of employers rate high school graduates "deficient" in writing. 
Even students who have progressed beyond the high school level are thought to have 
limited writing abilities; 46% of employers rate two-year college graduates as deficient, 
and 26% rate four-year college graduates deficient (Partnership for 21 st_Century Skills, 
2006). 
In response to the outcry of poor student performance, a partnership of the 
National Governors Association (NGA) and the Council of Chief State School Officers 
(CCSSO) led to the development of the Common Core State Standards (CCSS). These K-
12 English language arts and math standards have been adopted by 45 states and the 
District of Columbia as of February 2014. According to their mission statement, the 
cess "are designed to be robust and relevant to the real world, reflecting the knowledge 
and skills that our young people need for success in college and careers" (National 
Governors Association Center for Best Practices, Council of Chief State School 
Officers O, 2010). 
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At the same time that professors and employers rate American student writing so 
poorly, students have been inundated with standardized tests measuring their reading, 
writing, and math skills as a result of the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001. In addition, 
two state-led assessment consortia-the Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for 
College and Career (P ARCC) and the Smarter Balanced Assessment Consortium 
(SBAC)-are developing assessments in the 45 states that have adopted the CCSS to 
determine if students are "college and career ready." These assessments are in the process 
of being field tested with students in grades 3-8 and grade 11 (National Governors 
Association Center for Best Practices, Council of Chief State School Officers, 201 0). In 
addition to state assessments, high school students have taken a mandatory Writing 
section of the SAT since 2005 and written essays in Advanced Placement tests. 
The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assessed the writing of 
8th and 12th grade students most recently in 2002, 2007, and 2011. In both 2002 and 
2007, only 24% of 1th graders scored at or above Proficient (National Center for 
Education Statistics, 2008); in 2011, 27% of 12th graders scored at or above Proficient 
(National Center for Education Statistics, 2012). Because over 50% of U.S. high school 
graduates attend college today, it is no surprise that 40% of all students who enter college 
take at least one remedial course (Wagner, 2008). 
Can this poor performance on writing be attributed solely to the significant 
increase in college attendance for students from groups that have not had an adequate 
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high school education? In a word, No. As Bok (2006) stated, "Even students from 
stronger schools may get little help with writing from teachers preoccupied with prepping 
their classes for high-stakes standardized tests" (p. 82). Students in all schools-even 
those schools with students who perform well on state and national assessments-may be 
unprepared for the critical thinking and analysis required in college and professional 
writing. 
During our educational zeitgeist in which students are thoroughly tested in writing 
beginning in elementary school, why are so many students unprepared for "real" writing 
in college or the workforce? One answer might stem from the writing assessments 
themselves. Nearly all assessments of writing-even the most rigorous such as the 
NAEP and the recently-developed Common Core State Standards (CCSS)-are one-draft 
assessments of writing as a product, not a process. Most assessments, with the exception 
of some of the new CCSS assessments and some state assessments, are also timed. Most 
research-based models of writing, however, consider writing to be a recursive, multi-
stage process (e.g., Bereiter & Scardamalia, 1987; Hayes, 1996; Hayes & Flower, 1980). 
Despite the prevalence in many classrooms of process writing approaches such as 
writer's workshop (e.g. Calkins & Harwayne, 1991), students may be receiving a mixed 
message of what good writing is when most "high stakes" writing assessments expect a 
one-draft, no-revision, timed writing response. 
In our current climate of high-stakes assessment and accountability, one must ask 
whether we are "training" students for a lifetime of "inexpert" writing. One way that 
expert writers differ from inexpert writers is in their metacognitive awareness of their 
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own writing process. Baker and Brown (1984) define metacognition as "knowledge about 
cognition and regulation of cognition" (p. 353). Nelson (1996) identified these 
metacognitive processes as monitoring and control. Hacker, Keener, and Kircher (2009) 
explain that, "The monitoring and control of our own thinking is metacognition." 
Writing itself, however, "is applied metacognition" (p. 161). Applied metacognition is a 
critical factor in effective writing: most effective learners are self-regulating (Butler & 
Winne, 1995), and most proficient writers extensively revise their work (Hayes, 2004). 
Drawing heavily on the cognitive writing models of Hayes (1996, 2004) and 
Bereiter and Scardamalia (1987), MacArthur (2007) draws five conclusions about 
writing, three of which relate directly to metacognition: proficient writers have 
sophisticated conceptions and goals for revising, while struggling writers have limited 
conceptions of revising; proficient writers have "extensive knowledge about criteria for 
good writing"; and proficient writers have "solid metacognitive self-regulation skills" 
(pp. 141-42). 
Although specific strategy instruction has been demonstrated to have an effect on 
writing after short-term interventions (e.g., Conner, 2007; De La Paz, Swanson, & 
Graham, 1998; Wallace & Hayes, 1991), these interventions often require intense periods 
of metacognitive strategy instruction, a significant time commitment for teachers with 46 
cess literacy standards to address. 
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Teacher as Researcher: A Personal Reflection 
In 2000, I began my own career as a high school English teacher in a small town 
in Connecticut. I was struck by how rarely students, including those who were the highest 
achieving, revised their written work. At an Advanced Placement conference I attended, 
M. E. Ackerman (2004) shared a "metacognitive reflection" she used with her AP 
students. After they completed their final drafts, students completed a written reflection 
describing their writing process for completing their essay. I decided to incorporate 
Ackerman's reflections into my lOth grade Honors English classes. After some trial and 
error over the next several years, I had made the reflection assignment more specific to 
the students' writing process by asking students to describe what they did well and why, 
their writing process, and areas for improvement in their writing. Over the course of the 
2006-2007 school year, 36 tenth-grade students completed reflections after each major 
analytical writing piece as well as an end-of-the-year final reflection on their writing as 
part of their year-end writing portfolio. I collected all of the students' analytical papers 
and reflections electronically. 
In August 2007, I became a doctoral student at Boston University. As I continued 
my studies, I became more and more focused on metacognition, reflection, and student 
writing. A synthesis of my knowledge of the research on metacognition, critical reading, 
and writing and my experiences as a teacher led me to develop the following questions, 
which served as the foundation for this preliminary study of student writing and 
reflection. 
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Research Questions 
1. When students are asked to reflect in writing about their writing processes, do 
the reflections demonstrate the three types of metacognitive knowledge-
declarative, procedural, and conditional (Jacobs & Paris, 1987; Paris, Lipson, 
& Wixson, 1983)? Do students describe metacognitive strategies, i.e., 
monitoring and control (Baker & Brown, 1984) in their reflections? 
2. Is there a relationship between students' metacognitive knowledge and 
strategies, as indicated by their written reflections, and their scores on 
analytical essays? Is there a relationship between the length and the quality of 
the essays and reflections? 
3. Did students' levels of metacognitive knowledge and strategies change over 
the course of the school year? Did students' scores on analytical essays 
change over the course of the school year? 
7 
II. REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
This review of literature explores the concept of metacognition, or "thinking 
about thinking," within the context of writing. It will report the history of theory and 
research on metacognition; identify the role of metacognition in three cognitive theories 
of writing; report studies of practices that attempted to improve student writing through 
metacognition; and describe relevant research and theories in reading and metacognition, 
the field of study that first focused on metacognition. 
History of Theory and Research on Metacognition 
Philosopher Auguste Comte introduced the following paradox about 
consciousness: "The thinker cannot divide himself into two, of whom one reasons whilst 
the other observes him reasoning. The organ observed and the organ observing being, in 
this case, identical, how could such observation take place?'' (as cited in James, 1890, p. 
188). The pursuit of the answer to Comte's paradox-whether a subject can 
simultaneously perform an act and observe the performance-began with philosopher 
Alfred Tarski (1956). Tarski explained Comte's paradox of self-reference by identifying 
an object-level and a meta-level to each event. He defined the meta-level as a separate 
level where information about the object can be processed. For example, metacognition is 
the level "above" cognition where cognition about cognition, or thinking about thinking, 
can occur. 
Although the work of philosophers such as Comte and Tarski and psychologists 
such as James were important to early theories of consciousness and later foundational 
definitions of metacognition, the modern era of metacognition began in 1965 with J. T. 
Hart's research on memory and feeling-of-knowing. A pioneer in the emerging field of 
cognitive psychology, Hart wanted to discover if adults' "feelings of knowing" were 
accurate. He developed the RJR (Recall-Judgment-Recognition) Technique to measure 
the accuracy of feeling-of-knowing judgments. Hart found that these judgments did 
predict the likelihood of conect recognition for general knowledge materials. 
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While Hart's (1965) work represented a critical development in the domain of 
cognitive psychology, theory and research on metacognition was also emerging in 
developmental psychology. Flavell's significant contribution to understanding 
metacognition was to study memory and meta-memory; in particular, Flavell (1979) was 
interested to learn if children's memory abilities improved when they understood the 
rules governing memory. Building on work by other developmental psychologists such 
as Brown (1978) and Belmont and Butterfield (1969), Flavell developed definitions for 
metacognition and a model of metacognition and cognitive monitoring. In particular, 
Flavell theorized that a person's ability to control "a wide variety of cognitive enterprises 
occurs through the actions and interactions among four classes of phenomena: (a) 
metacognitive knowledge, (b) metacognitive experiences, (c) goals (or tasks), and (d) 
actions (or strategies)" (1979, p. 906). 
Although Flavell's model (1979) and his call for more research on metacognition 
had a major impact on the field, his work lacked the empirical foundation to show strong 
correlations between metacognitive thinking and improvements in memory (Schwartz & 
Perfect, 2002). Thomas 0. Nelson's theory of monitoring and control (Nelson, 1996; 
Nelson & Narens, 1990) was critical in bringing the metacognitive research from 
cognitive psychology and developmental psychology closer together. 
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Building on Tarski's work on meta-level and object-level (see Figure 1), Nelson 
(1996) identified two processes, monitoring and control, which govern the interaction 
between the object-level and the meta-level. As later defined by Schwartz & Perfect 
(2002), metacognitive monitoring includes "those processes that allow the individual to 
observe, reflect on, or experience his or her own cognitive processes" (p. 4). 
Metacognitive control "is the conscious and non-conscious decisions that we make based 
on the output of our monitoring processes. Control processes are revealed by the 
behaviors a person engages in as a function of monitoring" (p. 4, emphasis in original). 
Nelson's (1996) work on monitoring and control provided a framework and 
research design that brought the two disciplines closer together. Developmental 
psychologists began to use the methodology of the cognitive psychologists such as Hart 
(1965) and Nelson (1996) to investigate questions proposed by Flavell (Schwartz & 
Perfect, 2002). Nelson's work in particular has served as an effective model for 
applications of metacognition (Son & Schwartz, 2002). 
Figure 1. Illustration of the Hierarchical Organization of Meta-Level and Object-
Level, and the Hypothesized Flow of Information in Metacognition 
) MEiA·LEVEL 
} 
Flow of 
in for mat ion 
) OBJEC·T:.t.EVEL 
Note. From Metocognition; Knowing About Knowing lp. 1: I l by J. Metcalfe and A. 
Shimamuro, 1994, Cambridge, MA: Bradford Books. Copyright • 994 by Bradford 
Books. Adapted by permission. 
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From Consciousness and Metacognition (p. 105) by Thomas 0 . Nelson, American Psychologist, 
51, 1996. 
Cognitive Theories of Writing 
The field of writing research is relatively new, dating to the 1960s and 197 Os; 
many researchers cite Janet Ernig's The Composing Processes ofTwelfth Graders (1971) 
as the landmark empirical study of writing (Nystrand, 2006). Although research begun in 
the 1970s and 1980s presented sociocultural theories of writing (Shaughnessy, 1977), and 
sociocultural theories represent the "dominant paradigm for writing research today" 
(Prior, 2006, p. 54), cognitive theories of writing, as expected, address the role of 
metacognition much more directly than sociocultural theories. 
Hayes and Flower (1980) developed the most widely referenced early cognitive 
theory of the writing processes. The Hayes and Flower model has three components: the 
task environment, the cognitive processes, and the writer's long-term memory. The three 
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major components of the cognitive processes of writing consist of planning, translating, 
and reviewing. Planning is made up of three subprocesses: goal setting, generating, and 
organizing. Translating is the actual production of the text. Reviewing is the process by 
which writers re-examine what has been written and compare it to their internal 
representation of intended text. Reviewing consists of two subprocesses: reading and 
editing. Within the cognitive processes is the monitor, which was later described by 
Hayes (1996) as "a process controlling the subprocesses" of planning, translating and 
reviewing (p. 3). This monitor is a critical metacognitive component of the Hayes and 
Flower model. The reviewing subprocesses also require metacognitive monitoring and 
control. 
Although the inclusion of a "monitor" in the original Hayes and Flower (1980) 
model created an easily identifiable metacognitive element in the model of the writing 
process, Hayes and Flower did not operationally define or isolate the monitor. Sitko 
( 1998) suggested that the "identification of a monitor to manage [writing] processes is 
crucial to metacognitive research, because the monitor represents the conscious control 
and regulation processes exercised by the writer" (p. 96). The role of metacognition is 
more diffuse in Hayes's more recent model of writing (1996). His explanation of the 
revision process in particular shows how the central processes require continuous 
monitoring and control. Within the revision process, metacognitive control determines 
how a writer accesses different cognitive processes, such as reflection or text production, 
within the revision process. Metacognitive control also helps a writer decide how to 
access working memory or long-term memory resources, and when and how to use 
different elements of the revision task schema. Metacognitive monitoring, however, is 
critical to determine when different cognitive processes, task schema strategies, and 
memory resources are needed in the revision process. 
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The cognitive theories of Hayes and Flower (1980) identify metacognitive 
awareness as a critical component of writing. Although a great deal of the research on 
cognitive processes of writing builds upon Hayes and Flower's work, Bereiter and 
Scardamalia' s ( 1987) theory also supports the importance of metacognition within the 
writing processes. They acknowledged that, "skilled writers need to be able to exert a 
measure of deliberate control over the process" (p. 2). Because the writing process is 
such a "formidable task" for young or inexperienced writers, they described the process 
more simply as "knowledge telling" (p. 4). Writers do not refine the knowledge telling 
process to become expert; instead, "expertise comes from subordinating the simple 
strategy to another that is a great deal more complex" (p. 5). This more complex process, 
identified as the knowledge transforming process, combines many cognitive abilities, 
such as problem solving, goal setting, and planning, as well as theoretical knowledge. 
Subordinating a simple process to consciously use a more complex process, as 
Bereiter and Scardamalia's (1987) theory proposed, requires advanced metacognitive 
awareness. Expert writers must monitor their writing process in order to determine which 
complex processes to use, and they must have a significant level of metacognitive control 
to progress from a simple process to a complex one. 
Although metacognition is not a stated element of either the Bereiter and 
Scardamalia (1987) or Hayes (1996) model, their theories nevertheless show that the 
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metacognitive processes of monitoring and control are crucial for the interactions within 
the complex cognitive processes of writing. In a newer cognitive model of the writing 
process, however, Hacker, Keener, and Kircher (2009) define the writing process as "(a) 
production of thought, (b) oneself or others, (c) goal-directed metacognitive monitoring 
and control, and (d) translation of thought into an external symbolic representation" (p. 
155). Hacker et al. (2009) go further: 
The distinction between process and product makes sense when we are readers of 
other authors; however, when we are readers of our own writing, the distinction 
between process and product is not so clear. In this case, the process of writing is 
a reflection of our thinking, and the product of writing is a reflection of our 
thinking. How can we look at our own writing and not also look at our own 
thoughts? (p. 160) 
To complete their argument, Hacker et al. define the different elements of the writing 
process as either monitoring or control processes: "Reading, re-reading, reflecting, and 
reviewing are used as monitoring strategies of our own thoughts. Editing, drafting, idea 
generation, word production, translation, diagnosing, and revision are used as control 
strategies of our own thoughts" (p. 161). Taking their theory one step further, they 
suggest, "The monitoring and control of our own thinking is metacognition. Writing is 
applied metacognition" (p. 161). This study accepts the Hacker et al. definition of 
metacognition and writing as its own. 
In the Hacker et al. (2009) metacognitive model of writing, there is a meta-level 
and an object-level, similar to the Nelson and Narens (1990) model (see Figure 2). The 
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meta-level includes meta-procedural and meta-declarative knowledge, as well as a model 
of the object-level. Implicit and explicit monitoring and control allow recursive 
communication between the meta- and object-levels. Unlike the Hayes and Flower 
(1980) model, their model includes recursion between the meta- and object-levels, rather 
than a hierarchy of processes from which to choose. Hacker et al. contend that, "the 
writer either implicitly or explicitly engages whatever control or monitoring process is 
needed" (p. 163). Further, at the object-level, "although control processes are distinct 
from monitoring processes, the line that separates the two is often tenuous" (p. 163). As a 
result, they include a dashed line between control and monitoring processes within their 
object-level. At the base of the model is "Text Produced," which leads from, and 
connects back to the object-level, completing the recursive, non-hierarchical writing 
model: "Each monitoring or control process in use contains within it the potential for 
every other process, and what determines the selection of process is whether the writer's 
intended meaning is being produced" (p. 163). 
Despite the "chaotic process" Hacker et al. (2009) contend that writing is, it is 
ultimately a logical, meaning-making process. Because of the recursive nature of the 
writing process, this dissertation studied metacognition after rather than during, text 
production, to increase our understanding of the connection between the meta-level and 
object-level and to describe how metacognitive processes may affect text production for 
some students. 
Figure 2. Hacker, Keener, and Kircher's Metacognitive Model of Writing 
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From Hacker, D. J., Keener, M. C., & Kircher, J. C. (2009). Writing is applied metacognition. In 
D. J. Hacker, J. Dunlosky, & A. C. Graesser (Eds.), Handbook ofmetacognition in 
education (p. 162). New York, NY: Routledge. 
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Improving Student Writing Through Metacognition 
Several studies have attempted to document the link between metacognition and 
improvement in writing. In experiments with 63 college undergraduates and 29 high 
school students, Benton, Glover, Kraft, and Plake ( 1984) found that expert writers are 
more aware of metacognitive knowledge than novice writers, even if there are few 
differences in intelligence, academic achievement, and motivation between the skilled 
and unskilled writers. 
In the specific area of revising, in a study of college undergraduates, experienced 
writers were better at detecting and diagnosing problems in their own texts, while 
unskilled writers viewed revising as word and sentence-level change (Sitko, 1992). In 
their study of two groups of college freshmen, Wallace and Hayes ( 1991) found that the 
group which received eight minutes of instruction on global and local revision changed 
their revising control process enough to improve their ability to revise their own texts 
compared to a group that was simply "asked to make the text better" (p. 54). 
Studies linking metacognition and achievement in the subject of English have 
been largely anecdotal, and correlational studies have had mixed results (Klein, 1999). 
Myhill and Jones (2007) document and analyze, through observations and interviews, 34 
middle school students' perceptions of their writing process. They concluded that the 
students view it as a "macrostrategy": one major, all-encompassing strategy rather than a 
series of smaller, related processes. 
Although other studies have attempted to use metacognitive strategies to improve 
writing, much of the research has focused on college students. For example, Bower 
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(2003) analyzed portfolio cover letters from 88 college freshmen to determine how 
students view the purposes and strategies of the cover letter. Bower concluded that, 
"while these students could review what they learned, offer support for choices in their 
portfolio, and supply information about their learning, they did not often reach a level of 
critical analysis that demonstrated metacognitive ability" (p. 1). Bower suggested that 
reflection should be viewed as a series of stages: review, reflexive analysis, and 
metacognition, and that a single reflective document such as a cover letter is not 
sufficient practice in reflection for students to develop metacognition. 
While Bower's program consisted of a single reflection and concluded that there 
was little evidence of metacognition, Schak:el (200 1) evaluated the production of 
reflective paragraphs within a college composition class over the course of a semester. 
Schakel "envisioned teacher-guided reflective paragraphs included with every draft 
written throughout the semester as a metacognitive record of each student's writing 
process" (p. 4). Performing a secondary analysis of 230 reflective paragraphs, Schakel 
discerned four categories of knowledge within the reflections: writing situation 
knowledge, process knowledge, revision knowledge, and personal knowledge. Through 
her analysis, she suggested four levels of cognition: personal/contextual, cognitive, 
metacognitive, and metacognitive transfer. She decided, however, that categorizing 
individual students in one level or another was difficult and not valuable to her or to the 
students. She concluded that, "reflections do not make students agents of their own 
learning unless reflections are goal oriented and specifically focused" (p. iv). She 
suggested that teachers give students experience in critical thinking to aid their progress 
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in developing cognitive abilities and improving writing. 
In a study of 16 students in a final-year biology class in New Zealand, Conner 
(2007) discovered that students who were both aware of metacognitive strategies and 
used them to "plan, monitor, and evaluate their work produced essays of higher quality" 
(p. 1). Conner assessed students' use of metacognition through pre-and post-unit 
interviews and journal entries over the course of one unit of study, and based her 
assessment of their writing on one 500-word essay, which she evaluated holistically as 
invisible, satisfactory, or quality. 
Swartzendruber-Putnam's descriptive study (2000) looked at several 
metacognitive interventions at the high school level. She described three metacognitive 
activities-the writing log, the draft letter, and the portfolio letter-that have helped her 
high school sophomores to become "better writers and thinkers" (p. 88). The students 
were told that, "the [draft] letter should reflect on several aspects of the student's writing. 
The students may write about favorite parts of the piece, any weaknesses they see in this 
particular piece, what new techniques they tried that differed from their regular process, 
or any number of other aspects that we brainstorm together" (p. 90). Swartzendruber-
Putnam analyzed excerpts from the students' letters and concluded that most students 
took the drafts "seriously" and that there were "great rewards" from writing them. 
Although Swartzendruber-Putnam (2000) focused on high school sophomores, 
her research serves primarily as a descriptive piece. Schake! (2001) and Bower (2003) 
both point out the inability of their interventions to provide increased metacognition or 
metacognitive awareness within their college-level students. Determining whether 
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reflections are truly metacognitive is challenging; both Bower and Schakel attempted to 
develop qualitative scales to measure metacognition. These scales serve as a starting 
point for developing an effective measure of metacognition. 
Among the studies described above, only Conner (2007) directly assessed writing 
improvement as a consequence of metacognitive intervention. Her assessment, however, 
is based on only one essay and is thus, only a beginning. 
From Reading to Writing 
As Dunlosky and Metcalfe (2009) noted, "writing research has received less 
attention than reading. One reason for this disparity may simply be how difficult and 
time-consuming it is to objectively grade students' lengthy prose" (p. 226). Nonetheless, 
research studies on metacognition and reading provide some critical insights into 
metacognition and writing. 
Baker and Brown (1984) acknowledge that, "although the term metacognition 
may be new, the knowledge and skills to which it refers have long been recognized" (p. 
354). They noted the importance of comprehension monitoring as a critical component to 
reading for meaning, and they identified several ways to measure comprehension 
monitoring: ratings of felt understanding, self-corrections, the doze technique, and on-
line measures of processing including eye-movements, eye-voice span, and reading 
times. Further, Baker and Brown (1984) identified three types of metacognitive 
strategies: "awareness, monitoring, and the deployment of compensatory strategies" (p. 
355). 
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To improve comprehension, Palinscar and Brown (1984) developed reciprocal 
teaching, in which "student and teacher take turns leading a dialogue concerning text" (p. 
385). Focusing on the four main cognitive processes of reading-summarizing, 
questioning, clarifying, and predicting-reciprocal teaching involved teacher modeling of 
these activities followed by student participation in these same activities (Palinscar & 
Brown, 1984). Reciprocal teaching has proven to be effective with many different types 
of learners, in many settings, by many researchers (e.g., Rosenshine & Meister, 1994 ). 
Bridging the gap between reading and writing, Dunlosky and Metcalfe (2009) remarked 
that, "students who are writing read their prose to evaluate and revise it, which would 
involve many of the same processes involved in comprehension and comprehension 
monitoring" (p. 224 ). 
Jacobs and Paris (1987) identified three types ofmetacognitive knowledge: 
declarative knowledge, or "what is known in a propositional manner"; procedural 
knowledge, "an awareness of the processes of thinking"; and conditional knowledge, "an 
awareness of the conditions that influence learning such as why strategies are effective, 
when they should be applied and when they are appropriate" (p. 259). Hacker et al. 
(2009) recognized the importance of metacognitive knowledge for writing by including 
meta-procedural and meta-declarative knowledge within the meta-level of their model of 
writing (see Figure 2). 
A search of the literature found no studies that attempt to analyze students' 
reflections on writing through types of metacognitive knowledge (Jacobs & Paris, 1987) 
or metacognitive strategies (Baker & Brown, 1984). Although both Schake! (2001) and 
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Bower (2003) analyzed student reflections among college students, neither study used the 
research on metacognitive knowledge and strategies in reading as a basis for their 
analysis, as this study has done. 
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III. METHODS 
Participants 
The participants in this study were students in my English 2 Honors class at a 
suburban high school where I taught from 2000 to 2007. The group consisted of 36 
sophomores-20 female students and 16 male students-in the 2006-2007 school year. 
Of the 36 students, five were members of minority groups-1 Asian male, 2 Asian 
females, and 2 Hispanic females; the participants' 14% minority population was larger 
than the overall school minority population of 10%. None of the students had identified 
learning disabilities or were identified as English Language Learners (ELLs). Their 
combined Critical Reading PSAT scores, taken in October 2006, ranged from 40 to 80, 
with a mean of 56 and a standard deviation of 8.1. Their Writing PSAT scores ranged 
from 41 to 80, with a mean of 54 and a standard deviation of 6.4. The PSAT scales 
scores range from 20 to 80 and correlate closely with SAT scores on a scale of 200 to 
800. The overall mean for the 125-member sophomore class was 53 for both the Critical 
Reading and Writing sections. 
Setting 
The high school the participants in this study attended was located in a 
Connecticut town of approximately 10,000 residents. The median household income in 
2010 was $80,347, above the state average of $69,243 (Connecticut Economic Resource 
Center, 2013). At the time of the study, 5.4% of the school's 483 students were eligible 
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for free or reduced lunch, 8.5% were identified with learning disabilities, and 2.5% were 
identified as English Language Learners (ELLs). The population of students was 3.1% 
Hispanic, 1.7% Black, 5% Asian American, and 0.4% American Indian, for an overall 
10.1% minority population. The 125-member sophomore class had a graduation rate of 
97%, with 94% planning to attend college (Connecticut Education Data and Research, 
2009). 
Context 
English was a full-year course, with a 43-minute class each day. For freshmen 
and sophomores, English was offered at two levels, Honors and College Preparatory. 
The 36 participants in this study took the advanced English 2 Honors course, in two 
classes, 24 in one class, and 12 in the other. The English 2 Honors course added two 
"classic" novels, Jane Eyre and A Tale of Two Cities, to the curriculum for the College 
Preparatory level taken by the remaining 89 students in the sophomore class. In junior 
and senior year, students had the option of taking three levels of English: Advanced 
Placement (AP), Honors, or College Preparatory. 
The English 2 Honors class I taught was a literature-based course focused on 
teaching students to read and think critically and to write literary analyses. In addition to 
the major literature units, students also researched a controversial topic of their choice 
and wrote a persuasive research paper using MLA format (see Figure 3). The end of 
most units led to a literary analysis of some type. A model unit of writing 
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instruction is included in Appendix A. At the end of the year, students also created a 
portfolio consisting of revisions and written reflections of their best work in the course. 
Figure 3. English 2 Honors Curriculum, 2006-2007 School Year 
Month Literary Work Analysis Type Reflection (Y /N) 
September Jane Eyre Analysis (8 choices) y 
October Animal Farm Literary Analysis y 
November Lord of the Flies Compare/Contrast y 
December Fahrenheit 451 None N 
January The Glass None N 
Menagerie 
February Differentiated None N 
Novels 
March Oedipus None N 
Macbeth Rhetorical analysis y 
April Research Project None N 
May A Tale o.fTwo Cities Char. Analysis/ y 
Close Reading 
June Portfolio None y 
Procedures 
Each literature unit began with one or more introductory lessons to provide 
students with background information and a focus for reading. Students read the novels 
independently for homework, completing journal entries or comprehension questions as 
they read. In class, students took occasional reading quizzes to check that they had done 
their reading. The class participated in re-reading critical passages and small- and whole-
group discussions. After students read the entire work, they took a test consisting of an 
objective portion, passage identification and analysis, and an in-class essay. In addition, 
students began a literary analysis if one were required for that unit. With the exception of 
the first analysis on Jane Eyre and the research paper, when students submitted a rough 
draft, received feedback, then submitted a final draft, they submitted only a "final draft" 
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of the analysis to the teacher. It was clearly communicated to the students that this final 
draft should be the culmination of a complete, individual writing process that included 
revision. 
On all literary analyses, students were assessed using the same department-wide 
rubric for literary analysis. The grading for this course was based on total points; a final 
draft of an essay was worth 50 points, the maximum point total for any assignment. 
The metacognitive reflection was first introduced after the final draft of the Jane 
Eyre analysis, their first paper. Over the summer, they read Jane Eyre and completed the 
first draft of a literary analysis due on the first day of class at the end of August. The first 
drafts were returned three days later with teacher comments along with an "Essay 
Essentials" handout that laid out some of the principles of effective analytical writing for 
the year (see Appendix B). 
To introduce the metacognitive reflection, I distributed the handout (see Figure 4) 
and explained that metacognition is "thinking about thinking." We talked about why it is 
important to reflect on our process, and I shared my hope that they would become more 
independent and reflective as writers as a result of the work in this class, including the 
reflections. I encouraged them to be honest and specific in their reflections. The 
reflection was worth 10 points towards their English grade, and I explained they would 
be graded on the "quality and depth" of their reflection. Their first reflection was due on 
the same day as the final draft of the essay. For later assignments, when students only had 
to submit one final draft of their essays, the reflections were due one or two days after the 
one final draft had been submitted. 
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Figure 4. Student Metacognitive Reflection Assignment 
Essay Analysis: Metacognitive Reflection 
Reread your essay. Reflect on what you did well, why you think you did well, and what process 
you used to write the paper. Explain your thinking. 
With a critical eye, look at two areas where you could still improve the paper. In detail, discuss 
how you would go about doing it. 
Remember, your response is reflective and personal, not analytical and formal in nature. Your 
typed, double-spaced response should be 1-2 pages long. 
You will be assessed on the quality and depth of your reflection. 
In addition to submitting a hard copy of their essays and metacognitive 
reflections, students also submitted their final drafts and reflections to turnitin.com, a 
plagiarism-detection site. Turnitin.com also created an online electronic portfolio of each 
student' s work for the year. Both the teacher and the student had access to these papers 
electronically throughout the school year. 
Data Collection 
The principal of the school gave written permission to conduct this study with 
students and to collect their work. Each student gave informed consent to have the 
essays, reflections, and other demographic and testing data used without identification in 
the study. To collect the students ' essays and reflections, I downloaded their papers from 
turnitin.com and randomly assigned each student a number from 1 to 36. 
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IV. DATA ANALYSIS 
Scoring the Essays 
The sources of data for determining students' writing ability were scores on 
students' analytical essays. Three assignments over the course of the year were selected: 
the Animal Farm essay from October (El), the Macbeth essay from March (E2) , and A 
Tale of Two Cities essay from May (E3). For all three assignments, students submitted 
only one final draft of their essay for teacher evaluation and feedback, as was typical for 
the course. 
These essays were scored using a six-point holistic writing rubric (see Appendix 
C) that was originally an analytical rubric developed by a high school English teacher 
with three years' experience as an official scorer for the Advanced Placement English 
Language and Composition exam. In its analytical form, three teachers used it to assess 
essays beginning in 2006. For the purposes of this study, I converted the analytical rubric 
into a six-point holistic rubric, using a California Department of Education rubric as a 
guide. Six-point rubrics have become the standard for holistic scoring, including the 
Interdisciplinary Writing and Response to Literature sections of the Connecticut 
Academic Performance Test (CAPT) and the SAT essay. The rubric underwent two 
sessions of pilot testing. In the first session, the scorers gave the identical score 50% of 
the time. Afterwards, the scorers discussed the rubrics and made corrections, including 
adding passage citation to the mechanics descriptors. With a second session of pilot 
scoring, the scorers reached perfect agreement 75% of the time and were within one point 
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on the other 25%. The pilot scorers then developed a set of directions for how to score 
the papers using the rubric (see Figure 5). 
Figure 5. Directions for Using Holistic Rubric for Literary Analysis 
1. Read the essay carefully, once through. You may mark the essay, but 
please make sure any major comments are marked on the rubric itself. You 
may go back and read the thesis paragraph a second time before marking 
the rubric. 
2. Each score point, 1-6, has five elements, marked by bullets: thesis, support, 
organization, style, and mechanics. Circle the bullet that best marks the 
essay's achievement level for each of the five elements. You may circle 
bullets in different score points. 
3. The score point that has the majority of your marked bullets is the score 
you should give on the essay. Exception: if an essay does not have direct 
support (direct quotes), it cannot score above a 4 overall, under any 
circumstances. 
4. Mark the overall score, and add any additional comments in the space at 
the bottom. 
5. Two scorers must be within one point of each other; if not, a third reader is 
required. 
6. To convert holistic score to a letter grade or number grade, use the 
following scale: 
6:100 (A+); 5:92 (A-); 4: 84(8); 3: 76(C); 2:68 (D+); 1:59 (F) 
During a pilot session in 2010, anchor papers at each score point were selected, 
and a group of doctoral students with experience scoring the Boston University literacy 
test was hired to score the essays. After completing a one-hour training session led by 
the pilot scorers, two graders scored each essay; if their scores varied by more than one 
point, a third scorer graded the essay. Over the course of scoring all the essays, a third 
scorer was required once. The scores for the two graders for each essay were averaged for 
a total possible score of 6 for each essay. (See Table 1; for individual data for all subjects, 
see Appendix E.) 
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Table 1. Means and Standard Deviations of Essay Scores 
A Repeated Measures Analysis of Variance was conducted to determine if there 
was a statistically significant difference in essay scores over time. The essay scores 
changed significantly over time, F(2, 70) = 8.1, p < 0.01. There was a statistically 
significant increase between Essay 1 (3.9, SD = 0.78) and Essay 3 (4.21, SD = 0.66), p < 
0.05, and between Essay 2 (3.79, SD = 0.75) and Essay 3, p < 0.01, but there was no 
significant difference between Essay 1 and Essay 2, p = 0.70. 
Figure 6. Essay Scores over Time 
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Analysis of the Metacognitive Reflections 
Because no studies could be found that applied the three levels of metacognitive 
knowledge (Jacobs & Paris, 1987) or metacognitive strategies (Baker & Brown, 1984) to 
student reflections about their writing, the second reader and I, who will be referred to as 
the raters, worked together to analyze the student reflections for metacognitive 
knowledge and strategies related to writing. The raters began by analyzing the final set 
of student reflections (R3), based on students' character analysis essays on A Tale of Two 
Cities (E3). They found they could identify evidence of declarative, procedural, and 
conditional knowledge in most student reflections. In analyzing for evidence of 
metacognitive strategies-awareness, monitoring, and deployment of compensatory 
strategies- the raters determined that identification of evidence of the three types of 
knowledge superseded the identification of evidence of awareness. Deployment of 
compensatory strategies in the context of writing was termed self-correction, 
encompassing any descriptions of specific corrections to make in structure, content, or 
error correction. Monitoring was applicable to both reading and writing. 
The two raters independently coded student reflections for evidence of the five 
characteristics-declarative knowledge, procedural knowledge, conditional knowledge, 
monitoring, and self-correction-and compared results. After discussion and comparison 
of an initial set of five reflections, the raters independently coded a second set of five 
reflections. For the second set, the raters achieved an inter-rater reliability from 90 to 
100% on all reflections (See Appendix D for examples of coded reflection papers.). 
When 100% agreement had been reached on the reflections, the writer coded the 
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remaining 26 reflections and developed a data display of examples of the five 
characteristics (see Figure 7). 
Figure 7. Codes, Definitions, and Examples from Student Reflections 
Code Definition Examples 
Declarative Knowledge about the • "I stated three specific details about her vengeance 
Knowledge writing process in impacting Lucie." 
general, and in writing • "The second improvement I made was giving an 
an analytical essay in explanation to the quote before I said the quote." 
particular • "It is organized in such a way that you can tell what 
my three arguments will be and also the one that will 
be most important, which is his symbolism in the 
revolution." 
Procedural Knowledge of how to • "I first wrote down ideas I had about him after 
Knowledge write an essay, finishing the book. Then, I organized this information 
including descriptions into three paragraphs and looked in the book for one 
of students' own to two quotes for each topic." 
writing processes, • "First, I wrote my thesis. Secondly, I gathered my 
such as planning, evidence from the book itself, marking where 
composing, revising, significant passages were that I could use to support 
and editing mv thesis statement." 
Conditional Knowledge of when to • "In order to improve my thesis I would first need an 
Knowledge use certain strategies explanation then I could rewrite it into the right 
for writing, especially format of a thesis." 
in describing future • "I should have found some way to make a smoother 
revisions transition." 
• "If I were to find alternative words, descriptions, and 
ideas, my paper would be better written." 
Monitoring Descriptions of • "I included a lot of good evidence to support my 
general and specific thesis." 
strengths and • "This essay seems to flow very nicely however the 
weaknesses in own transitions could have used some improvement." 
writing process or • "My character analysis is clearly stated in the very 
product first sentence of my essay." 
Self- Description of general • "Instead of using phrases such as 'another reason' or 
Correction or specific changes 'another characteristic' to begin a new paragraph I 
that would improve should have used a few transition sentences so the 
the student's essay paragraphs would fit together nicely." 
• "I could have used a little more specific support from 
the novel." 
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Once all 36 metacognitive reflections (R3) of A Tale of Two Cities essay had 
been coded for the characteristics-declarative knowledge, procedural knowledge, 
conditional knowledge, monitoring, and self-correction-the reflections were sorted into 
three levels based on evidence of metacognitive knowledge and strategies: advanced (3), 
average (2), and emerging (1). To determine the metacognitive level, the researchers 
analyzed whether all five themes of metacognition were present within the reflections 
(See Figure 8). 
An advanced reflection often combined elements of procedural and declarative 
knowledge with monitoring: 
The method I used to write my character analysis paper for A Tale Of Two Cities 
was like most of my papers. First I wrote my thesis, which I believed I could 
support using many points in the story. Secondly, I gathered my evidence from 
the book itself, marking where significant passages were that I could use to 
support my thesis statement. I then tried organizing my essay in a logical way, 
and one that put my strongest arguments into plain view for the reader. (Student 
23) 
Students at this level also often described an integrated, individual, recursive writing 
process: "After writing, I edited the paper intensely, moving paragraphs and editing for 
content and grammar alike" (Student 23). 
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Figure 8. Data Display by Student at Different Metacognitive Levels 
ID Evidence [Declarative Knowledge (D), Procedural Knowledge (P), Conditional Knowledge Level 
(C), Monitoring (M), Self-Correction (SC)] 
23 The method I used to write my character analysis paper was like most of my other papers. 3 
First, I wrote my thesis. Secondly, I gathered my evidence from the book itself, marking 
where significant passages were that I could use to support my thesis statement. (PIC) 
One thing I believe I did well . .. was concentrating less on the plot and simply pulling out 
important pieces of information from the novel. (MID) 
To improve this , I should think deeper, first, about the passages I am to use and then do an 
intensive study of them so that I know how to use the close read aspects of the passages in 
my essay. (CIP) 
In the future, I will rely on the analytical style to write my papers and steer away from some 
of the persuasive, argumentative, techniques (CISC) (All five codes) 
26 It was written well (M) 3 
I expressed my feelings of Madame Defarge clearly (M) 
Looked strenuously for the right quotes to use (P/D) 
Another quote I used that was very powerful and influenced the reader's perception is . .. (MID) 
The areas needing improvement could be better use of transition which would allow for a 
greater fluency (M/C) 
If I were to find alternative words, descriptions, and ideas, my paper would be better written 
(CISC) (Multiple instances of all five codes) 
29 Two things I did right are explaining my quotes and tying my paragraphs to my thesis at the 2 
end of each one (MID) 
I believe I followed the rule of having an explanation as long as the quote you put in and 
having the quotes there helped me prove the point in my thesis. (M/P) 
There was a lot of repetition and too much plot summary. (MID) 
The best thing to do then was to summarize the plot into a shorter summary, and to use a 
quote there (CISC) (Some P, ?,ood M and D, a little C/SC) 
1 My character analysis is clearly stated in the very first sentence of my essay (M) 2 
My thesis paragraph was very concise because I stated three specific details about her 
vengeance impacting Lucie. (DIM) 
In the thesis paragraph, I should have ended differently because there was no real flow into 
the next paragraph. (C) 
My quote has a lot to do with her persona but I am not sure it had anything to do with her 
vengeance (C/M) 
This paragraph is also in need of a transition sentence at the end for flow. (DISC) 
I could have included a more specific quote of Madame Defarge (CISC) 
My conclusion is not lengthy but it does tie all my points about Madame Defarge and her 
vengeance toward others together. (MID) (No P) 
32 Her effectiveness in Dickens' novel should be better explained than I did (M) 1 
I could have elaborated more on all of my paragraphs (M) 
I could have elaborated more on the explanation of the sun as a symbol (MID/SC) 
I did not use a quote in my second paragraph because I could not find one that included the 
phrase "Golden Thread"(M/P) (Implied D, little SC, C, little P or M) 
31 I was thinking about bow influential he is to the reader (P) 1 
I used a series of quotes that I found from the book that I believed helped get my point across 
better. (MID) 
I used quotes from the beginning of the novel (D) 
I think I wrote this essay pretty well (M) (M and D, no C, or SC, one P) 
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Students at a Level 2, or average, often were missing at least one type of 
knowledge, especially procedural knowledge. Student 29, for example, provided 
evidence of some declarative and conditional knowledge, but no procedural knowledge: 
Another thing I noticed that I shouldn't have done is a lot of plot summary, 
especially in body paragraph three. The best thing to do then was to summarize 
the plot into a shorter summary, and to use a quote there, as I didn ' t have a quote 
in my third body paragraph either. (Student 29) 
Students at the emerging level, Level 1, often left out more than one type of knowledge; 
Student 31, for example, gave no evidence of conditional knowledge and only one vague 
reference that reflected procedural knowledge: "I was thinking about how influential he is 
to the reader." 
Although evidence of knowledge (declarative, procedural, conditional) played a 
large role in determining metacognitive levels, strategies (monitoring and self-correction) 
factored in also. In particular, students at Level 1 or 2 rarely offered specific corrections 
and made more general statements that suggested monitoring. For example, Student 29, 
in a Level 1 reflection, included statements that suggested monitoring, but no specific 
evidence of self-correction: "I think I wrote this essay pretty well, and I'd give myself a 
grade anywhere in the B range probably." 
In contrast, Level 3 reflections typically combined evidence of monitoring, 
conditional knowledge, and self-correction: 
I sometimes digressed from the analytical writing style that should have been 
evident throughout. Instead, I used some of the persuasive methods I remembered 
35 
from writing persuasive essays. This probably derived from having a point that 
wasn't easy to prove, and I felt the impulse to adopt a strong standpoint on 
something that was hard to confirm. In the future, I will rely on the analytical 
style to write my papers and steer away from some of the persuasive, 
argumentative, techniques that I used in writing this character analysis. (Student 
23) 
Once this analysis had been completed for A Tale of Two Cities essay reflections 
(R3), the raters repeated the process of coding a random sampling of ten student 
reflections from Rl, using the data displays as a guide, and refining them as they were 
coded. The raters then determined the metacognitive level (1,2,3) for those reflections. 
The process was repeated for R2. Table 2 shows the metacognitive level of each 
reflection and the number of times each characteristic was coded in each reflection. 
Statistical Analyses 
To determine if students' level of metacognitive knowledge changed over time, a 
Repeated Measured Analysis of Variance was conducted. There was no statistically 
significant change in metacognitive level over time, F(2,70) = 0.829, p = 0.441; R1 = 
2.33 (SD = 0.76), R2 = 2.19 (SD = 0.67), R3 = 2.19 (SD = 0.62) (see Figure 9). 
Table 2. Metacognitive Level and Coding for Each Reflection 
Reflection 1 Reflection 2 Reflection 3 
ID ML D p c M sc ML D p c M sc ML D p c M 
1 3 2 3 1 8 3 2 2 0 2 9 3 2 1 0 3 
2 3 5 3 1 9 1 2 4 2 1 9 0 2 3 2 0 
3 3 3 2 2 11 2 3 4 2 2 8 2 2 2 0 3 
4 2 2 5 1 5 0 2 1 3 1 7 0 2 1 4 1 
5 3 6 1 3 9 5 3 5 1 3 7 4 3 4 2 3 
6 3 6 1 2 11 4 2 4 0 2 8 3 3 3 2 3 
7 2 3 0 2 7 2 2 2 0 2 6 3 2 2 1 1 
8 1 1 2 2 5 0 2 2 1 1 4 0 2 2 4 1 
9 3 4 5 1 11 2 3 3 4 2 9 2 2 3 3 0 
10 2 4 3 2 8 0 2 3 1 2 7 0 2 1 2 2 
11 2 2 2 0 8 1 2 3 2 0 6 1 3 3 3 1 
12 1 1 0 1 5 0 2 2 1 1 4 0 1 1 0 1 
13 2 2 4 0 5 1 3 3 3 3 4 1 2 2 3 6 
14 2 3 3 1 4 0 2 2 1 2 5 0 3 3 4 1 
15 2 3 0 1 5 2 1 2 0 0 4 1 2 2 0 1 
16 2 1 3 0 2 3 2 2 2 0 4 2 2 3 1 1 
17 3 2 2 1 7 2 3 3 2 2 6 2 3 2 2 3 
18 2 2 0 1 4 1 3 2 1 1 5 1 2 2 0 2 
19 3 3 5 4 8 2 3 4 4 3 9 3 2 3 3 3 
20 3 2 1 2 5 2 2 2 0 2 6 2 2 1 0 3 
21 2 2 3 0 4 1 2 1 3 0 5 1 2 3 2 1 
22 1 1 0 1 5 2 2 2 0 1 7 2 3 2 1 1 
23 3 3 2 4 8 2 3 2 2 3 7 2 3 4 3 4 
24 3 4 3 5 12 3 3 3 5 4 9 3 3 4 4 3 
25 3 2 1 4 4 2 2 1 0 3 5 2 2 2 0 3 
26 3 2 5 3 11 3 3 2 4 2 8 2 3 1 2 3 
27 1 3 1 0 5 0 1 2 0 1 6 0 2 3 1 1 
28 3 4 12 2 10 2 3 3 6 3 8 3 2 3 8 1 
29 2 2 3 0 8 2 1 1 2 0 6 0 2 3 2 1 
30 3 2 2 1 6 1 3 5 2 2 5 2 3 6 3 4 
31 3 4 6 2 8 3 1 1 0 1 4 0 1 2 2 2 
32 1 2 0 1 5 0 1 3 0 1 6 0 2 1 3 0 
33 2 3 0 1 5 2 2 3 0 2 4 1 1 1 2 2 
34 1 1 0 2 5 0 2 2 0 2 7 1 2 2 0 2 
35 3 1 1 2 8 1 2 1 0 2 8 1 3 2 1 2 
36 3 1 1 4 6 1 2 1 2 2 7 0 1 5 1 0 
.. ML=Metacogmtive Level; D=Declaratlve Knowledge; P=Procedural Knowledge; 
C=Conditional Knowledge; M=Monitoring; SC=Self-Correction 
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Figure 9. Metacognitive Level over Time 
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To determine the relationship between essay scores and metacognitive levels, a 
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Spearman rank-order correlation was conducted. First, each essay score (1 to 6 scale) was 
converted to a level score (1 to 3): Levell, 3.5 or below; Level2, from 4.0 to 4.5; and 
Level 3, 5.0 and above. A word count of each essay and reflection was also gathered and 
analyzed (see Tables 3 and 4). 
Table 3. Word Counts at Each Level for Essays 
N Min Max il1 SD 
El (all) 36 573 1718 919 268 
El (Levell) 18 573 1399 830 231 
El (Level2) 14 611 1394 996 221 
El (Level3) 4 593 1718 1048 475 
E2 (all) 36 329 1433 916 229 
E2 (Levell) 16 329 1235 869 213 
E2 (Level2) 16 674 1433 945 238 
E2 (Level3) 4 698 1281 984 285 
E3 (all) 36 493 1433 931 236 
E3 (Levell) 11 493 1071 852 162 
E3 (Level2) 15 570 1334 934 240 
E3 (Level3) 10 582 1433 1015 287 
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There were a few significant relationships between word counts and levels. There 
was a significant relationship between E1 and E1 word count, rs (34) = 0.352, p < 0.05, 
but not between E2 and E3 and their word counts. There was a significant correlation 
between all three reflections and their word counts (R1, Is (34) = 0.380, p < 0.05; R2, rs 
(34) = 0.494, p < 0.05; R3, Is (34) = 0.462, p < 0.05). 
Table 4. Word Counts at Each Level for Reflections 
N Min Max M SD 
Rl (all) 36 148 748 393 145 
Rl (Levell) 6 148 455 301 116 
Rl (Level2) 12 171 523 349 100 
Rl (Level3) 18 221 748 453 156 
R2 (all) 36 136 702 383 119 
R2 (Levell) 5 136 418 291 112 
R2 (Leve12) 19 210 553 356 96 
R2 (Level3) 12 356 702 466 112 
R2 (all) 36 142 680 379 125 
R3 (Levell) 4 142 303 230 68 
R3 (Level2) 21 212 680 371 120 
R3 (Level3) 11 303 646 449 99 
Although there was no significant correlation between E1 and R1 or between E2 
and R2 levels, there was a strong significant correlation between students' E3 essay level 
and R3 metacognitive level, rs (34) = 0.561, p < 0.001. The question of whether a 
threshold effect explains these results will be discussed in subsequent chapters. 
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V. FINDINGS 
This study was designed to answer three research questions: 
1. When students are asked to reflect in writing about their writing processes, 
do the reflections demonstrate the three types of metacognitive knowledge-
declarative, procedural, and conditional (Jacobs & Paris, 1987; Paris, Lipson, 
& Wixson, 1983)? Do students describe metacognitive strategies, i.e., 
monitoring and control (Baker & Brown, 1984) in their reflections? 
2. Is there a relationship between students' metacognitive knowledge and 
strategies, as indicated by their written reflections, and their scores on 
analytical essays? Is there a relationship between the length and the quality of 
the essays and reflections? 
3. Did students' levels of metacognitive knowledge and strategies change over 
the course of the school year? Did students' scores on analytical essays 
change over the course of the school year? 
In the findings section, the analysis and results for each question will be presented 
separately. 
Research Question 1: Content of the Reflections 
As mentioned previously, after completing each analytical essay the student wrote 
a metacognitive reflection, based on the following directions: 
Reread your essay. Reflect on what you did well, why you think you did 
well, and what process you used to write the paper. Explain your thinking. 
With a critical eye, look at two areas where you could still improve the 
paper. In detail, discuss how you would go about doing it. 
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As the analysis of the reflections shows, most students demonstrated evidence of all three 
types of metacognitive knowledge and the two strategies within their written reflections. 
There were 41 Level 3 reflections among the 108 total reflections, and 23 of the 36 
students wrote at least one Level 3 reflection. 
In terms of demonstration of knowledge, in some of the better reflections, 
declarative knowledge-knowledge of what a good literary analysis looks like-was 
sometimes implied through students' discussions of their procedural knowledge-
knowledge of how to write a literary analysis: 
While writing I started off by first organizing the reasons as to why a utopian 
society wouldn't work. I wanted to have my first reason be my best one which 
was the reason why utopian societies fail because their leaders are power hungry. 
(Student 26, R1) 
In the example above, Student 26 discussed the process of selecting evidence, which 
implied declarative knowledge that ordering evidence is an important aspect of analytical 
writing. 
Although procedural and declarative knowledge were often combined as in the 
example above, conditional knowledge-knowledge of when to use certain strategies in 
writing-was often linked to the strategies of monitoring and self-correction. 
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Conditional knowledge was coded when students identified a moment when they could 
make a change in the process or should have done something different; often, conditional 
knowledge was demonstrated in the same thought as the strategies of both monitoring 
and self-correction. Therefore, although the raters could identify distinct evidence of all 
three types of knowledge and both types of strategies, those characteristics were often 
expressed in the same thoughts in the same sentences. For example, Student 31 gave 
evidence of monitoring, self-correction, and conditional knowledge simultaneously: 
"Direct quotes from the book would have gotten my point across a lot better than just 
general examples." This sentence reflected the conditional knowledge of when to use 
direct quotes, monitoring to recognize that the student had only used general examples, 
and the strategy of self-correction to add direct quotes from the book (see Figure 10). 
Overall, there were 97 examples of monitoring, conditional knowledge, and self-
correction in the same sentence or in neighboring sentences, 73 of which occurred in 
Level 3 reflections. All of the Level 3 reflections included at least one example of this 
coding combination. 
Although the types of knowledge could be linked in different ways, a pattern 
emerged with regard to the strategies. Overall, there were 693 examples of monitoring 
coded in the 108 reflections, and 151 examples of self-correction. Monitoring occurred 
frequently independent of self-correction, with common statements such as the following: 
"My introductory paragraph was a little weak, too. It didn't have a good ending sentence" 
(Student 29, R1). Self-correction, however, never appeared without monitoring occurring 
either immediately before or simultaneously with the self-correction. 
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Figure 10. Example of Coding in Reflection 1, Student 31 
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The above findings suggest a new model of "post-hoc" reflection-i.e., written 
metacognitive reflection occurring after the recursive processes of writing have taken 
place. Although most models of metacognition, such as Hacker et al. (2009), display the 
process as a loop, this study found that monitoring must occur prior to control. This 
study's Model for Post-Hoc Written Reflection (Figure 11) indicates this process by 
placing 1 next to monitoring and 2 next to control, with a note at the base of the model 
indicating that although the process of reflection is cyclical, monitoring must occur prior 
to the first instance of control (self-correction). 
In addition, this study found that conditional knowledge, or knowledge of when to 
use strategies, is necessary to begin the control processes. As a result, in the model, 
conditional knowledge serves as a bridge from the meta-level to self-correction (control). 
Figure 11. Model of Post-Hoc Written Reflection 
Self-Correction (2) 
(Control) 
Meta-Level 
Declarative and Procedural 
Knowledge of Writing 
Model of Object-Level 
Object-Level 
Revision of text 
Planning to revise 
Plans for future writing 
Written reflection 
Reading 
Rereading 
Reviewing 
Evaluating 
_ T_e_x_t_P-ro_d_u_c-ed--/' 
(Written Reflection) 1 
Monitoring (1) 
Note: Although the process of reflection is cyclical, monitoring must occur 
prior to the first instance of self-correction (control) at the beginning of the 
cycle. 
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Within the object-level, although Hacker et al. (2009) associated certain processes 
with either monitoring or control, they also acknowledged "although control processes 
are distinct from monitoring processes, the line that separates the two is often tenuous" 
(p. 163). In this model of post-hoc reflection, the same theory applies. Although revising, 
planning to revise, and plans for future writing are nominally self-correction (control) 
strategies, this study's analysis of reflections found that these processes often occur 
simultaneously or concurrently with the monitoring strategies of reading, rereading, 
reviewing, and evaluating. 
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Finally, in this model, the "text produced" is the students' own written reflections, 
which are produced in cycles as students continually monitor their original essay and 
their written reflection produced so far. Students then access their declarative and 
procedural knowledge of writing at the meta-level, and using their conditional 
knowledge, apply control strategies to self-correct their writing. They continue to 
produce text for their reflection and continue the cycle as many times as necessary to 
complete the reflection. 
Research Question 2: Relationships 
As the Spearman rank-order correlation showed, there was a statistically 
significant relationship between E3 essay scores and R3 metacognitive levels, rs = 0.561, 
p < 0.01, but there was no statistically significant relationship between E1 and E2 essays 
and their corresponding reflections. The nature of the course and the study required the 
students' essays to be based on different works of literature with different topics and 
questions for analysis. Familiarity, interest, and engagement with a particular text and 
topic can undoubtedly influence essay scores. There are many other factors influencing 
the scores, including the time spent writing the essay and the students' level of maturity. 
Nevertheless, this finding indicates that by the end of the school year, the relationship 
between students' metacognitive knowledge and strategies and their ability to write an 
essay were more closely correlated than earlier in the year. 
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It should be noted that although there was a statistically significant relationship 
between the essay length and score at the beginning of the year, on E1 (Animal Farm), rs 
= 0.352, p < 0.05, there was no statistically significant relationship between essay length 
and essay score on E2 (Macbeth) and E3 (A Tale of Two Cities). 
Although, in general, the longer essays were scored higher on E1, E2, and E3, the 
minimum and maximum length for each score point indicates that there are many 
elements in a successful essay other than length. For example, there were Level 3 essays 
of 580 words and 593 words, as well as Level 1 essays of 1071 words, 1235 words, and 
1399 words. 
There was a statistically significant Spearman correlation between reflection levels 
and word count for Rl (0.380), R2 (0.494), and R3 (0.462). A look at the minimum and 
maximum lengths also suggest a more significant relationship between length and 
reflection level than length and essay scores. In all 108 reflections, however, the longest 
Level 1 reflection (301 words) was only 80 words longer than the shortest Level 3 
reflection (221 words). 
Research Question 3: Growth over Time 
As the Repeated Measures Analyses of Variance for Essay Scores demonstrated, 
there was a statistically significant change in essay scores over time, and there were 
statistically significant differences between El and E3 and between E2 and E3, but not 
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between E1 and E2. As Table 5 shows, students also advanced levels over time; only 4 
students scored at Level3 on E1, while 10 students scored at Level3 on E3. 
Table 5. Number of Students at Each Level on Each Essay 
Essay Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 
Essay 1 18 14 4 
Essay 2 16 16 4 
Essay 3 11 15 10 
Despite the statistically significant improvement in writing as demonstrated by 
essays, a Repeated Measures Analysis of Variance showed no significant change in 
metacognitive level over time (see Table 6). In fact, the number of students 
demonstrating a Level3 decreased from 18 on R1 to 11 on R3. 
Table 6. Number of Students at Each Level on Each Reflection 
Reflection Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 
Reflection 1 6 12 18 
Reflection 2 5 19 12 
Reflection 3 4 21 11 
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VI. DISCUSSION 
Discussion of the Findings 
In summary, this research study found that when students were asked to write 
metacognitive reflections about their writing process, there is evidence that the majority 
of students used all three types of metacognitive knowledge (Jacobs & Paris, 1987)-
declarative, procedural, and conditional-as well as the strategies of monitoring and self-
correction (Baker & Brown, 1984). Additionally, declarative knowledge was often 
implied in the evidence of procedural knowledge. Conditional knowledge, however, was 
linked to the strategies, both monitoring and self-correction. 
Although evidence of the three types of knowledge was found to occur 
independently or in tandem, there appeared to be a more distinct relationship between 
monitoring and self-correction. It seemed that monitoring must have occurred before self-
correction could take place. This finding reflects Nelson's (1996) and Hacker et al.'s 
(2009) models of metacognition, whi~h describe monitoring and control occurring in a 
feedback loop. However, in this study, the evidence provided by the student reflections 
shows that this loop always began with monitoring, never self-correction. 
The second research question addressed whether there is a relationship between 
writing and the identified metacognitive knowledge and strategies. Although there was 
no statistically significant relationship between students' scores on the first two essays 
and their metacognitive level on their first two reflections, there was a significant 
correlation between their scores on their third essays and their third metacognitive 
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reflections. 
In addition, the study explored whether the length of the essays was related to 
essay scores. There was a significant relationship between essay length and score on the 
first essay, but not on the second or third essay. 
The shift in significance from length to reflection level between the first and third 
essay suggests that the more time and practice students had with writing analytical essays 
and writing metacognitive reflections, the greater the relationship between demonstrated 
metacognitive knowledge and strategies and students' ability to write analytical essays 
about literature. At the end of the year, when students had gained more practice with 
reflection, they may have been able to draw upon their metacognitive knowledge and 
strategies, while at the beginning of the year, it may have been more important to them 
that their essays were longer. 
In analyzing the word counts and their relationship to the metacognitive reflections, 
the significant relationship between length and metacognitive level on all three 
reflections suggests a much closer relationship with length and reflection than with length 
and essay score. Because the metacognitive level was determined by the 
comprehensiveness of the inclusion of all five characteristics (declarative knowledge, 
procedural knowledge, conditional knowledge, monitoring, and self-correction), it seems 
apparent that, in general, the more words students wrote about their writing process, the 
more opportunities they had to include all three types of metacognitive knowledge and 
both types of strategies. 
The third research question asked whether students ' writing ability or 
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demonstrated use of metacognitive knowledge and strategies changed over time. The 
study found that there was a statistically significant change in essay scores over time. In 
particular students' scores on the third essay improved significantly in relation to the first 
essay and the second essay. There was no significant change over time on students' 
metacognitive level in the reflections. 
Although there are many possible factors that can contribute to a student's score 
on an essay, including text, topic, time, and maturity, it was shown in the findings for 
research question 2 that the yearlong intervention of metacognitive reflections 
contributed to the statistically significant relationship between the third essay and the 
third reflection. This correlation suggests that the demonstrated use of metacognitive 
knowledge and strategies through written reflection was one factor that improved student 
essay scores over time. 
The finding that there was no significant change in reflection level over time 
suggests that even as students improved their writing over time, they did not improve 
their ability to demonstrate their use of metacognitive knowledge and strategies over 
time. Nevertheless, the statistically significant correlation between the third essay and 
reflection does suggest that students were better able to harness that metacognitive 
knowledge into improved essay writing by the end of the year. Even though students did 
not demonstrate improved ability to demonstrate their use of metacognitive knowledge 
and strategies, they provided evidence of the ability to apply the knowledge and strategies 
to improve their writing by the end of the course. It appears that it took students the entire 
year to apply that metacognitive knowledge to improving their writing. 
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Limitations 
As has been noted in the questions and the analysis, this study was designed to 
investigate relationships, thus it is correlational, not causal. A preliminary investigation 
into one of the many influences on writing in a particular context can only add another 
source of information. The history of research on writing suggests that there are a myriad 
of factors that influence effective writing. Graham, MacArthur, and Fitzgerald (2007), 
for example, note the importance of instructing students to be more strategic, constructing 
a supportive environment, setting goals, involving students in inquiry, using good 
models, and teaching sophisticated sentence construction as essential components of 
effective writing instruction. These elements of instruction and environment were not 
provided in this study. 
In addition, the necessity of each essay to require a slightly different type of 
analysis of different literary texts may have been influential in the variance in some of the 
essay scores from individual student to individual student. 
It should also be noted that the students who make up the population in this study 
were all selected to be in an advanced English course based on some combination of their 
grades, teacher recommendations, and parent and student desire. A replication of this 
study in other settings and with other populations may therefore lead to different results. 
Although this study did use student essay scores to augment the analysis of 
reflections, it is important to consider the limitations of self-reports, such as written 
reflection. Students' ability to accurately self-report may have been a limitation. In 
addition, while none of the students was identified as having difficulty with writing, their 
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variance in writing ability may have affected their ability to write the reflections and to 
describe their metacognitive knowledge and strategies. 
Finally, while theory and research informed the coding scheme, it had not been 
subjected to validation before it was used in this research. 
Recommendations for Future Research 
One avenue of future research is to design studies that account for some of the 
other factors that affect students' essay scores. For example, rather than giving all 
students the same text and topics at the same time, studies with four groups would 
provide a control group, who could be given a "placebo" writing assignment to substitute 
for the reflection. This type of design would allow each combination of text and topic to 
serve as El, E2, and E3. It would also help to determine the relative strength of the effect 
of metacognitive knowledge and strategies on writing while accounting for some of the 
other factors that contribute to writing scores, including text, topic, and threshold effect. 
In addition, these types of studies could provide insights into particular students as 
writers to create more complete portraits of individual writers. 
As research studies have shown, prior knowledge also impacts writing (e.g., 
Langer, 1984; Langer & Applebee, 1987). Studies that measure students' task-specific 
knowledge (Langer, 1984) prior to each literature and writing unit ending in reflection 
could help determine the relationship between some of the different factors that affect 
writing. 
Knowledge of writing changes over time as students develop (Fitzgerald & 
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Shanahan, 2000). Although there was some variation in students' writing abilities in this 
study, all the students were members of an advanced English class within their school. 
Studies that apply this post-hoc written reflection intervention to wider populations, 
including students who are average and below-average writers, as well as students with 
identified learning disabilities, would add to an understanding of the overall importance 
of the findings . 
Although written reflection provides rich text for analysis, there are inherent 
inaccuracies with self-reporting (Hart, 1965), especially when the intervention uses 
writing to assess writing. Other studies could be developed that assess post-hoc reflection 
with other methods, such as the eye-tracking technology employed by Hacker et al. 
(2009) or think-aloud protocols (e.g., Emig, 1971 ; Hayes & Flower, 1980). 
Implications for Future Research in Instruction 
This study explored the application of theories of metacognition and research in 
reading to writing. The findings suggest that the work of Jacobs and Paris ( 1987) and 
Baker and Brown (1984) in metacognition and reading can be used to analyze writing as 
well. Because this study focused only on the reflection itself, and not, specifically, on the 
instruction in the unit, an important avenue for future research would be to study the 
instruction within the unit itself to determine the effect of the instruction on the outcomes 
of the study. 
As has been noted, revision was not studied as a process, but rather was viewed 
by students, accurately, as part of a recursive writing process. However, Fitzgerald's 
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(1987) analysis suggests that critical reading is the primary factor in successful revision, a 
process that demands metacognitive knowledge and strategy use. The effect of the 
literary analyses taught in the unit might be studied, given the fact that a primary factor in 
analysis is critical reading. 
Based on the findings of this preliminary study, the unit of instruction in 
Appendix A could serve as a starting point for a unit which would incorporate specific 
lessons on metacognitive knowledge and instruction on specific metacognitive strategies. 
This specific strategy instruction could be drawn from the research on improving critical 
reading skills (e.g., Fitzgerald, 1989). Broader studies that analyze and compare these 
specific instructional methods, employing a variety of measures-including formative 
and summative writing assessments, think-alouds, interviews, observations, and written 
reflection--could lead to specific insights on instruction for classroom teachers. 
Improving student writing is still a major concern for teachers, students, parents, 
state and national education leaders, the business community, and colleges. Informed 
insights into the ways educators and researchers can help students make the transition 
from inexpert to expert writers, from writers dependent on others for monitoring to 
writers who develop independent monitoring and control, will benefit individual students 
and society in general. Although written reflection is not a panacea, this study has 
demonstrated the potential role it can play in improving student writing. 
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APPENDIX A. A UNIT PLAN OF INSTRUCTION FOR WRITING 
Overview of the Unit 
This unit will occur after students have read a work of literature, participated in 
discussions, and written short responses. The unit will allow students to develop 
declarative knowledge through the introduction of the writing genre of literary analysis, 
and it will provide them the opportunity to practice metacognitive strategies throughout 
the writing process. The unit will conclude with a final analytical essay based on the 
literature and a post-hoc written reflection documenting their process. 
Unit Objectives 
• Students will be able to develop declarative knowledge of analytical writing. 
• Students will be able to improve their procedural knowledge of writing by 
participating in all aspects of a writing process. 
• Students will be able to make a valid written argument about a work of literature. 
• Students will be able to write purposeful written reflections about their own 
writing process. 
Common Core State Standards, Grades 9-10, ELA-Literacy 
Reading Literature: 
• ELA-Literacy.RL.9-10.1 Cite strong and thorough textual evidence to support 
analysis of what the text says explicitly as well as inferences drawn from the text. 
• ELA-Literacy.RL.9-10.3 Analyze how complex characters (e.g., those with 
multiple or conflicting motivations) develop over the course of a text, interact 
with other characters, and advance the plot or develop the theme. 
Writing: 
• ELA-Literacy.W.9-10.1 Write arguments to support claims in an analysis of 
substantive topics or texts, using valid reasoning and relevant and sufficient 
evidence. 
• ELA-Literacy.W.9-10.4 Produce clear and coherent writing in which the 
development, organization, and style are appropriate to task, purpose, and 
audience. 
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• ELA-Literacy.W.9-10.5 Develop and strengthen writing as needed by planning, 
revising, editing, rewriting, or trying a new approach, focusing on addressing 
what is most significant for a specific purpose and audience. 
• ELA-Literacy.W.9-10.9 Draw evidence from literary or informational texts to 
support analysis, reflection, and research. 
Portrait of the Learners 
This unit is designed for a class of approximately 20 high school sophomores in 
an advanced honors English course. The students are 15 or 16 years old; twelve are 
female, and eight are male. Three of the students (15%) are minorities: one Black 
female, one Asian female, and one Asian male. This closely mirrors the minority 
population of the suburban high school overall. 
The students have had some background in literary analysis in their previous 
English classes and have read and written about some major works in their freshman 
English class, such as Romeo and Juliet, The Odyssey, and To Kill a Mockingbird. 
Typically, they have scored in the Advanced band on their Grade 8 state reading and 
writing assessments. At this stage of the course, at the beginning of their sophomore 
English class, they have read Jane Eyre on their own over the summer and kept a journal 
on the book, passed an objective test on the book, and written some short responses about 
the book. They have not been directly taught about metacognition, nor have they 
previously completed written reflections about their writing. 
56 
Plan of Instruction 
A Note on Materials: 
Throughout this unit, examples of student writing will be presented or displayed to 
students, and students will submit their writing to their teachers and to their classmates. 
This sharing of student work can be done in many ways. A document camera could be 
employed to display written or typed student work directly. If an overhead projector is 
used, student examples can be displayed on transparencies. If there is access to an 
interactive whiteboard or LCD projector, student work can be uploaded throughout the 
unit to a shared class website, wiki, or blog, and then shared directly. Examples of these 
sites include wikispaces, turnitin.com, kidblog.org, or Googlesites. Please use whatever 
method is most appropriate for your students and your setting. 
In addition, because students need to refer back to earlier materials and writing 
throughout this unit, each student should have a "Work in Progress" folder where they 
can keep their materials together as they engage in the writing process. This folder, 
again, can be either a physical folder or a virtual folder, depending on your students and 
setting. 
Lesson 1: Introduction to Metacognition 
Student Objectives: 
Duration: 20 minutes 
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1. Students will be able to describe in writing a familiar process in order to practice 
their skills at written metacognition. 
2. Students will be able to define metacognition. 
Materials: 
English Journals/Notebooks 
Whiteboard/chalkboard/Interactive whiteboard 
Procedure: 
1. Ask students to brainstorm some activities they do over and over again in their 
lives and write them down in their journals. 
2. Ask students to share a few items from their list; create a class list on the board. 
(Items may include daily preparation tasks, brushing teeth, getting dressed; 
athletic rituals or routines; musical/dance practice or routines; driving a car, etc.) 
3. In their journals, ask students to pick one of the activities and write a paragraph or 
two that describes the process they use to complete this activity. 
4. After students have finished writing their responses, have three or four students 
share their processes aloud. Ask the class if there are any steps or details that the 
student may have missed. 
5. Write metacognition on the board. Ask if any of the students are familiar with the 
term. Come up with a working definition of the term. "When we are describing a 
process that we do, we are stepping outside of ourselves to look at it from a 
"meta" level. Meta is a Greek root that means 'beyond.' We are beyond, or above, 
the level of actual doing. This is where we can think about the processes we 
undergo in our lives. This is called metacognition, or thinking about our 
thinking." Have students write down metacognition and the definition "thinking 
about one's thinking" in their journals. 
6. Ask students, "Why it is important to look at the things we do from a meta level?" 
(Answers will vary, but students should have an idea that it helps you improve 
your process, be able to explain it, know yourself better, etc.) 
7. "We think about our processes so we can understand the processes, so we can 
explain our processes to ourselves and others, and so we can recognize our 
strengths and weaknesses in order to improve our processes." 
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8. "In this class, throughout the year, we will become more aware of the processes 
we employ to write. Many times, the processes of writing are invisible. Through 
oral and written metacognitive reflection, we will try to make these invisible 
processes visible, so that we can become more independent, reflective, and 
competent writers." 
9. Informal Assessment: In journals or on exit slips, students will answer the 
following questions: What is metacognition? Why is it important? 
Lesson 2: Introduction to Literary Analysis Duration: 20 minutes 
Objectives: 
1. Students will be able to understand the genre of literary analysis through the 
analysis of model papers and essay rubrics. 
Materials: 
Holistic Rubric for Literary Analysis 
SBAC 6-11 Argumentative Writing Rubric 
Examples and Non-examples of Student Literary Analysis Essays 
Essay Essentials Handout 
Essay Assignment 
Procedures: 
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1. Discuss the purpose of analyzing with students. (Responses could include that you 
analyze something to understand it better, to make a connection to something else, 
to see a greater purpose or meaning). 
2. Explain that literary analysis is this process applied to literature, and involves 
developing a big idea, or thesis, and supporting it through analysis of specific 
passages in a text. Remind students that they perform this type of analysis all the 
time; discussing books, giving their opinions on movies, summarizing, and 
predicting, for example, are all a form of analysis. 
3. Connect the idea of literary analysis to the greater genre of argument writing. 
4. Pass out Holistic Rubric for Literary Analysis and SBAC 6-11 Argument Writing 
Rubric. 
5. Read the rubrics together. As each part of the rubrics are read, students discuss 
what a "good" example of each description might look like, what a "bad" one 
might be missing. 
6. Pass out an Example Literary Analysis Essay. With a partner, have students read 
and mark the student essay based on the two rubrics. Give it a score out of 6 on 
the Holistic Rubric and a score of 4 on the SBAC rubric. 
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7. Have students share their results and explain why they thought it scored the way it 
did. Afterwards explain that this essay was a 6/4 (6 Holistic, 4 SBAC) essay, and 
this is the goal for our analysis by the end of the year. 
8. Pass out another example (the non-example). Have students go through the same 
process as above. Afterwards, explain that this is a "non-example," a 2/2. 
9. Pass out "Essay Essentials" handout. This should review most, if not all, of the 
discussion earlier about what makes for a successful literary analysis (title, formal 
style, introduction paragraph/thesis statement, quoted material, transitions, 
conclusions, self-editing/revision/proofreading). 
10. Explain that these resources (rubrics, examples/non-examples, essay essentials 
handout) will be our references for literary analysis throughout the year. 
11. Pass out the essay assignment for this unit, read assignment together, and provide 
an opportunity for students to ask questions about the assignment. 
Lesson 3: Thesis Statements 
Objectives: 
Duration: 20 minutes 
1. Students will be able to recognize the qualities of an effective thesis statement. 
Materials: 
Sample Examples/Non-examples of effective thesis statements 
Procedure: 
In a similar procedure to lesson 2 above, students will work with partners to look at 
examples and non-examples of effective thesis statements, using the rubrics, essay 
essentials handouts, and model essay from the previous lesson as references. Afterwards, 
students will begin to develop their own thesis statements for their essays. Their 
homework will be to complete a thesis statement by the next class. 
Lesson 4: Thesis Statements and Finding Evidence 
Student Objectives: 
Duration: 40 minutes 
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1. Students will be able to collaborate to revise their thesis statements based on the 
rubric and models. 
2. Students will be able to find examples of evidence in their text to support their 
thesis. 
Materials: 
Text (Jane Eyre) 
Journals 
Student Thesis Statements 
Rubrics, Essay Essentials, and Model Thesis Statements 
Procedure: 
1. Teacher, with assistance from another teacher, paraprofessional, or mentor 
student, will model the peer revision process outlined below. 
2. Students will find or be assigned a peer partner. 
3. Students will employ the "think-aloud" technique by explaining their process in 
coming up with their thesis statement (Emig, 1971). 
4. Referencing the rubrics, models, and other supporting materials, students will 
work together to revise their thesis statements. 
5. Students will independently look through their journal notes and the text to find at 
least five examples from the text that support their thesis. 
6. For homework: Students will write one evidence paragraph. 
Lesson 5: Evidence Paragraphs Duration: 40 minutes 
Student Objective: 
1. Students will be able to collaborate to revise their evidence paragraphs. 
Materials: 
Text (Jane Eyre) 
Journals 
Student Thesis Statements and Evidence Paragraphs 
Rubrics, Essay Essentials, and Model Essay 
Procedure: 
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In a process similar to lesson 5 above, students will "think-aloud" their process in writing 
their evidence paragraphs, then revise the paragraphs together. For homework, students 
will write a complete rough draft of their essay (introduction, evidence paragraphs, 
conclusion). 
Lesson 6: Peer Revision of Completed Rough Draft Duration: 60 minutes 
Student Objectives: 
1. Students will be able to explain their thinking in writing their drafts. 
2. Students will be able to work together to identify strengths and weaknesses in 
their own writing and in a peer partner's writing, while referencing a rubric . 
Materials: 
Completed Rough Drafts 
Peer Revision Packet 
Rubrics, Models, Essay Essentials handouts. 
Procedure: 
1. Pass out Peer Revision packet. Explain the procedure. Pick a student or a staff 
member and model a peer revision session. 
2. In partners, students will go through the peer revision procedure: 
1. Answer question 1 on your peer revision sheet. Students will reflect on 
their process and use the rubric to identify strengths and areas for 
improvement. 
11. Share response with your partner. 
111. Trade sheets. 
IV. Each author takes turns reading each piece aloud. 
v. Give piece to partner. 
v1. Partner reads piece silently and answers questions. 
v11. When both partners have completed their review, take turns reading 
through the responses. 
v111. Spend time collaborating on the last question. 
ix. Return peer revision sheet and piece to author. Hand in if required. 
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3. Once students have completed the peer revision sheets, including collaborating on 
the last question to revise one paragraph, students will hand in the draft and the 
peer revision packet. 
Lesson 7: Revision Process and Written Reflections 
Student Objectives: 
Duration: 40 minutes 
1. Students will be able to reflect on their writing processes, strengths, and 
weaknesses so far through the writing process through a short answer written 
reflection. 
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2. Students will be able to express their writing process in a conference with teacher. 
3. Students will be able to continue the process of recursive revision of their drafts to 
improve their quality in relation to the models and the rubrics. 
Materials: 
Marked Rough Drafts and Rubrics 
Short-Answer Reflection Form 
Procedure: 
1. Students will receive their rough drafts and rubrics, which have been read and 
commented upon by the teacher. In addition to written comments on the paper, 
teacher will circle areas in the rubric that correspond to the student's current level. 
2. Looking at their draft and the rubric, as well as their unit resources, students will 
complete a 6-question reflection form: 
I. Describe your early processes in writing this essay. Consider discussing how you 
chose your topic, thesis, or how you went about composing your first draft. 
ll. What about the peer revision process was helpful? You may comment on the peer 
revising you did and/or on the peer revising comments you received. 
Ill. a. Look at the rubric; pick a bulleted description that accurately describes a strength. 
b. Explain why you did well with this aspect of writing. For example, did something 
else you have written this year help prepare you for this? Reading you've done? 
Writing? Be specific. 
IV. a. Pick a bulleted description that accurately describes an area you need to improve. 
b. Explain why you need to improve on this aspect of writing. For example, has this 
always been an area of growth for you? Is this a new skill? Be specific. 
c. What will you do differently on the fmal draft to address this area for 
improvement? Explain. 
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V. How will you go about revising your essay? In other words, what steps will you go 
through to get from your rough draft to your final draft? Include at least three 
separate steps. 
VI. What aspects of essay writing do you need more help with? Be specific. 
3. While students are completing the reflection form and then proceeding to revise 
their essays, conference with each student one-on-one. In the conference, the 
teacher will ask questions similar to the reflection form to help students share 
their strengths, areas of weakness, process, and needs for their revisions. 
4. For homework, students will complete their revisions and editing for their final 
draft. 
Lesson 9: Mini-lessons on Aspects of Analysis Writing Duration: 20-40 minutes 
Based on feedback from the rough drafts, reflections, and conferences, it might be 
necessary to provide some mini-lessons on aspects of the writing process, for all students 
or for differentiated groups of students. Topics may include transitions, conclusions, 
incorporating quoted material, run-on sentences, etc. 
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Lesson 10: Final Reflection Duration: 30 minutes 
Student Objectives: 
1. Students will be able to complete a reflection on the entire writing process. 
2. Through reflection, students will be able to demonstrate declarative, procedural, 
and conditional knowledge of writing an analytical essay. 
Materials: 
Completed final drafts 
Resource Material 
Open-ended Metacognitive Reflection 
Procedure: 
1. Remind students of the process they have followed throughout this writing unit, 
from analyzing models and rubrics of analytical essays, to thinking about topics 
and theses, gathering evidence from the text, writing pieces of a draft, reflecting 
out loud and in writing, conferencing with a teacher, and collaborating with peers. 
2. Ask students to recall what metacognition is and why it is important from the 
beginning of the unit. 
3. Pass out open-ended metacognitive reflection. Ask students to be honest and 
thoughtful as they describe their process, strengths, and areas for improvement. 
4. Give students time to complete the reflection. 
5. Collect the reflections and the final drafts, as well as all previous materials from 
the essay (rubrics, rough draft, peer revision packet, previous reflections). For 
assessment, teachers will read the reflection, read the final draft while comparing 
it to the rough draft, and use the same rubric for the final draft as they did for the 
rough draft, but with a different color pen. 
Lesson 11: Post-Unit Goal Setting Duration: 20 minutes 
Student Objectives: 
1. Students will be able to set two measurable and specific goals for their next 
literary analysis. 
Materials: 
Returned Essay Materials (Drafts, Rubrics, Reflections) 
Procedure: 
1. Pass back all materials from the first essay. Give students time to read through 
the materials and see the comments on their rubric and essay. 
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2. Have each student write two goals that are specific and measurable for their next 
analytical essay. (E.g., I will incorporate more transitions between my body 
paragraphs; I will make my conclusion end with a general statement; I will 
integrate all my quotes into the text). Have each student devise a plan for how to 
achieve the goals. 
3. Respond to the students ' goals in writing or in a conference. 
4. Prior to beginning the next analytical essay, have students refer to their goals and 
reread their essay from this unit. 
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Unit Resources 
Grades 6-12: Generic 4-Point Argumentative Writing Rubric 
Converrtlons 
Statsment of Pu Focus nlzatlon 
The response is fu lly The response has a clear and effective The response provides thorough and The response clearly and Th e response demonstrates a C/l 
sustained and consistently organ izationa l structure creating unity and convincing support; evidence for the effectively expresses strong command of s and purposefully focused: completeness: writer's cla im that includes the effective ideas, using precise conventions: e; I claim is clearly stated, I effective, consistent use of a variety of use of sources, facts, and details. The language: I few, if any, errors are ...... 
focused and strongly t ransitiona l strategies response achieves substantial depth I use of academic and present in usage and 0> 
that is specific and relevant: I-! 
1 
maintained I logica l progression of ideas from beginning domain-specific sentence formation t:d 4 I use of evidence from sources is vocabulary is clearly I effective and consistent use I alternate or opposing to end ~ 
smoothly integrated, comprehensive, appropriate for the 
-claims are clearly I effective introduction and conclusion for of punctuation , ~ 
addressed* relevant, and concrete audience and purpose capitalization, and spelling =:s I claim is introduced and audience and purpose I effective use of a variety of (") I strong connections among ideas, with 0> communicated clearly elaborative 0.. 
within the context some syntactic variety ;:t> 
"' The response is adequately The response has an evident organizational The response provides adequate The response adequately The response demonstrates 
"' sustained and genera lly structure and a sense of completeness, support; evidence for writer 's claim that expresses ideas, an adequate command of 0> 
"' focused: though there may be minor flaws and some includes the use of sources, facts, and employing a mix of conventions: 
"' I claim is clear and for the ideas may be loosely connected: details. The response achieves some precise with more I some errors in usage and s I adequate use of transitiona l strategies depth and specificity but is genera l language: 0> most part maintained, sentence formation may be =:s 
though some loosely with some variety predominantiy general: I use of domain-specific present, but no systematic ..... 3 I some evidence from sources is related material may be I adequate progression of ideas from vocabulary is generally pattern of errors is () 
present integrated, though citations may be appropriate for the displayed 0 
I context provided for the beginning to end genera l or imprecise audience and purpose I adequate use of =:s I adequate introduction and conclusion "' claim is adequate I adequate use of some elaborative punctuation, capitalization, 0 I adequate , if slightly inconsistent, I-! techniques and spelling ...... ...... 
connection among ideas s:: 
The response is somewhat The response has an inconsistent The response provides uneven, cursory The response expresses The response demonstrates a s 
sustained and may have a organizational structure, and flaws are support; evidence for the writer's claim ideas unevenly, using partial command of ~ minor drift in focus: evident: that includes partial or uneven use of simplistic language: conventions: 
I may be clea rly focused on I inconsistent use of basic transitional sources, facts, and details , and I use of domain-specific I frequent errors in usage (Jq s:: 
the claim but is strategies with little variety achieves little depth: vocabulary may at may obscure meaning s 
insufficiently sustained I uneven progression of ideas from I evidence from sources is weakly times be inappropriate I inconsistent use of 0> I claim on the issue may be integrated, and citations, if present, for the audience and =:s beginning to end punctuation, capita lization, ...... 
somewhat unclear and I conclusion and introduction, if present, are are uneven purpose and spelling [:; 
unfocused I weak or uneven use of elaborative ...... weak < 
I weak connection among ideas techniques 0> 
The response may be The response has little or no discernible The response provides minimal The response expression The response demonstrates a ~ 
...... . 
related to the purpose but organizationa l structure: support; evidence for the writer's claim of ideas is vague, lacks lack of command of ...... ....... 
may offer little relevant I few or no transitional strategies are that includes little or no use of sources, clarity, or is confusing: conventions: =:s 
detail: evident facts, and details: I uses limited language I errors are f requent and (Jq 
1 I I may be very brief lfrequent extraneous ideas may intrude I use of evidence from sources is or domain-specific severe and meaning is often ~ I may have a major drift minimal, absent, in error, or vocabu lary obscure 0"' 
I claim may be confusing or irrelevant I may have little sense I-! ....... 
of audience and (") 
ambiguous purpose 
-......) 
*Begins in 7 grode 
-
Example of Model Literary Analysis Essay 
The Opposite of Love 
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The most often written about and least understood emotion is love. Love is mis-
defined, misquoted, and referenced more than any other feeling. The forms of love are 
numerous also: there is the passionate love, the devoted love, the careless love. Madame 
Defarge, in A Tale of Two Cities by Charles Dickens, demonstrates a misinterpreted and 
rarely used kind of love: hatred. The love Madame Defarge feels for her family is so 
powerful that it takes her over completely until she has turned corrupt from it, and it is 
eventually her demise. After her family is completely decimated by the Marquis and his 
brother, she nurses a rage that results in numerous violent and ruthless actions during the 
Revolution. This love is so desperate that it induces deep and true hate, which she 
demonstrates throughout the novel. However, eventually she is killed by the epitome of 
devotion and adoration: Miss Pross. Madame Defarge is killed by the very thing that 
consumes her, and turns her heart dark. 
Of course, no one is born with such hatred. Madame Defarge, in her early years, 
was a member of a loving family living in France. Here is her grievance, as told to her 
husband and select members of the jacquerie: 
"I tell him, 'Defarge, I was brought up among the fisherman of the 
sea-shore, and that peasant family so injured by the two Evremonde 
brothers, as that Bastille paper describes, is my family. Defarge, that 
sister of the mortally wounded boy upon the ground was my sister, that 
husband was my sister's husband, that unborn child was their child, that 
brother was my brother, that father was my father, those dead are my 
dead, and that summons to answer for those things descends to me! Ask 
him, is that so." 
"It is so," assented Defarge once more. (pg 325) 
The Marquis and his brother annihilate her family, and, to a poor girl in France, family is 
all she has. Now not only the brothers, but the entire French monarchy is responsible for 
paying for their actions. The repetition of the names of her dead further enforces the idea 
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that everyone she loves is gone now. She loves her family so thoroughly that she will 
stop at nothing to seek revenge upon the men who harmed her world. Going through life 
as a revenge machine, cold hearted and full of hate, is not her intention, but the actions of 
the Marquis leave her no choice. All her love-induced rage is focused towards the French 
monarchy, because they are the root of her suffering. She will stop at nothing to gain 
justice, telling her husband, "Then tell Wind and Fire where to stop ... but don't tell 
me." (pg 326) She loses herself inside of this vortex of malice, and it causes her, in tum, 
to lose her sense of empathy. 
Of course, this loss of empathy is frightening, especially in a war state, such as 
France during the French Revolution. A woman bent on retribution for her pain, 
determined not to be stopped, is a dangerous weapon for whichever side she is on. Since 
she suffered so grievously, she believes no one deserves to be spared the same kind of 
agony she went through, and everyone should go through what she did. Her actions 
become increasingly violent as the Revolution progresses, until she engages in cold-
blooded murder. 
" [Madame Defarge] stood immovable close to the grim old officer, and remained 
immovable close to him through the streets, as Defarge and the rest bore him along; 
remained immovable close to him when he was got near his destination, and began 
to be struck at from behind; remained immovable close to him when the long-
gathering rain of stabs and blows fell heavy; was so close to him when he dropped 
dead under it, that, suddenly, animated, she put her foot upon his neck, and with her 
cruel knife-long ready-hewed off his head." (pg 209) 
Again, Dickens introduces the ideas through repetition of the word "immovable." He is 
making sure the reader realizes that Madame Defarge will stop at nothing. She is 
immovable in her desire to right the wrongs done against her family. By this point in the 
Revolution, she not only wants to extract revenge, but also to inflict pain on as many as 
she can, even those who do not deserve it. It is easy to forget, while reading these 
gruesome passages, that Madame Defarge is human, and feels love, just like any other 
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human. Her love was killed by her enemies, however, and now is buried so deep inside of 
her that the only emotion that comes out of it is hate. 
On the other hand, Lucie Manette Darnay is one character in the novel who never 
demonstrates hate. Lucie has arguably suffered as much as Madame Defarge, between 
her father being locked up for the first seventeen years of her life, her youngest child 
dying young, and her husband being unjustly held in prison for a year. Lucie does 
everything she can to save her husband, begging Madame Defarge to show empathy. One 
would think that Madame, seeing a creature suffering just as she would, would find it in 
her heart to ease the pain, but Madame's love is so warped now that it is unrecognizable. 
She instead lectures Lucie. 
Madame Defarge looked, coldly as ever, at [Lucie] , and said, turning to 
her friend The Vengeance: 
"The wives and mothers we have been used to see, since were as 
little as this child, and much less, have not been greatly considered? We 
have known their husbands and fathers laid in prison and kept from them, 
often enough? All our lives, we have seen our sister-women suffer, in 
themselves and in their children, poverty, nakedness, hunger, thirst, 
sickness, misery, oppression and neglect of all kinds?" 
"We have seen nothing else," returned the Vengeance. 
"We have borne this a long time," said Madame Defarge, turning 
her eyes again upon Lucie. "Judge you! Is it likely that the trouble of one 
wife and mother would be much to us now?" 
She resumed her knitting and went out. The Vengeance followed. Defarge 
went last, and closed the door. (pgs 256-57) 
Madame Defarge is so blinded by the love-turned-hate inside her that she cannot see the 
unnecessary suffering around her. Lucie Manette is in just as much pain as she was, and 
Madame Defarge cannot see this. She also does not believe anyone deserves to be spared 
from agony. How is Lucie different from everyone else in France? Why should Madame 
Defarge help her? Madame can see no reason to. Lucie is the stronger of the two women, 
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because Lucie is not letting the lust for revenge corrupt her, despite all the wrongs that 
have been committed against her. She holds true to her family, friends and values. Miss 
Pross, one such friend, is also a very strong woman. In the second to last chapter of the 
book, Madame Defarge and Miss Pross engage in a battle that represents the ultimate 
battle between love and hate. Madame Defarge symbolizes hate in this battle, because at 
this point she is left with nothing else. Miss Pross eventually defeats Madame Defarge 
with Madame's own gun. The hate in Madame Defarge is defeated with it's own weapon 
by Miss Pross, the symbol of love. 
There is no doubt that Dickens has written a depressing book. Many people die 
throughout the story, and he ends the entire saga with an execution. Reading between the 
lines, however, proves that Dickens actually had a positive message. The tragic story of 
Madame Defarge is a method with which Dickens conveys something very powerful: that 
love triumphs over everything, even hate. 
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Non-Example of Literary Analysis Essay 
Before I answer this question, I would like to explain the meaning of pain, suffer, 
and adversity. These three words share a common thing together and they are somehow 
connected. Everyone in this world tends to think that pain is just pain and people deal 
with it every single day. Most people think that the word "pain" just has a single 
meaning: a pain in a body. But there are a lot more definitions of the word itself. The 
word "pain" also means emotional pain as to emotional distress, it can also mean 
annoying. The word "pain" can be used in so many different ways and this word "pain" is 
a strong word. It happens almost everyday in all the countries to every single person 
living on this earth. But most people don't really think of pain as something drastic. For 
example: something bad has happened to someone and that person is in an immense pain, 
but look at what a lot of people say "oh! Don't worry. She'll get over it." Yes, some 
people get over it but some don't. And the person that doesn't get over it suffers. And 
when that person suffers, she is in a state of adversity. 
Jane Eyre can be of a lot of help when answering this question. These three 
words: Pain, suffer, and adversity, is something that Jane goes through throughout her 
adolescent years. Fist of all, when she's a kid, she had to stay in Gateshead where there 
were no personal feelings for her. She had to go through a lot of pain i.e. being rejected 
from the family, no enjoyment, emotional distress, etc. And then she gets sent to a school, 
where it was full of misery. No proper meal and no proper clothing. Days at Lowood 
were miserable for her. She wasn't adapted to living like a poor child. But as days passed 
by, she got better and better. The teachers were happy with her results and she worked 
even harder and she ended up being a teacher herself. The next time when she went 
through something like that was when she got a job in a public school for girls. Her first 
day was quite tough for her. The students wouldn' t listen to her, they wouldn't do what 
she told them to do. But she knew that if she kept trying, she would finally succeed. The 
result just as she expects, is successful. 
Ever heard of this proverb, pain is gain? I guess everyone has heard about it. This 
proverb cannot be precise towards Jane, because in the end the money she gets is all her 
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uncle's. But however, she had gone through a lot of sufferings and knows a lot more 
about the lives of people and what they do to earn a living. We can even take an example 
from the story "Cinderella". She was made a servant in her own house and her step mom 
and sisters treated her like dirt. But later, due to some magical spells, she becomes the 
princess. 
In conclusion, I would like to say that whenever you go through something bad, 
there is always a sweet gift waiting for you at the end. Like I said, pain is gain. 
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Essay Assignment for Jane Eyre 
Please answer any one of the following questions. Your typed, double-spaced response 
should be thesis-based and several pages. 
1. Why do we read a classic and what makes Jane Eyre a classic? Please give specific 
references from the novel to support your assertions. 
2. How does one deal with injustice, accept in silence or fight back? Discuss this 
question in reference to Jane and in reference to a real modern day hero or heroine. 
3. What effect can rejection and abuse have on a developing child? How does Jane Eyre 
change and what can the reader say about the adversity she has overcome? 
4. Is all adversity, pain, and suffering bad? Discuss using Jane as support and example. 
5. Can an immoral action be justified by a moral objective? What does this novel say 
about this subject? 
6. How do one's values influence the decisions an individual makes? Support your 
statements with examples from the novel. 
7. How does one today reconcile duty with desire and passion with reason? How does 
Jane feel about duty, desire, and passion? How does she reconcile each? 
8. Discuss the Biblical allusions and symbolism in Jane Eyre. 
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Peer Revision 
Procedures 
1. Answer question 1 on your peer revision sheet. 
2. Share response with your partner. 
3. Trade sheets. 
4. Each author takes turns reading each piece aloud. 
5. Give piece to partner. 
6. Partner reads piece silently and answers questions. 
7. When both partners have completed their review, take turns reading through the 
responses. 
8. Spend time collaborating on the last question. 
9. Return peer revision sheet and piece to author. Hand in if required. 
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Peer Revising 
Peer Reviewer's Name _______ _ Author's Name ________ _ 
Directions: Answer #1. Read your response aloud and then trade sheets with your 
partner. Answer in complete sentences. Be specific! 
1. (Answered by the author) 
a. What do you think is your greatest strength in your essay? Try to reference language 
from the mbric. 
b. What do you most need to improve? Please reference language from the rubric. 
c. In your own words, what are you trying to argue? 
Directions: After listening to the piece aloud, read again silently and answer all of the 
questions in complete sentences. 
2. How did the author begin the essay? Write the first sentence below. 
3. According to the introduction, what is the thesis? 
4. Circle all of the transition words/phrases on the rough draft, and then write them 
below. 
5. Is there direct text evidence in the essay? Yes No How many separate 
pieces of textual evidence? 
6. Is there a transition to begin the conclusion? Yes No If, yes, write the 
transition below. 
7. Write the final sentence of the essay below. 
8. Does this final sentence extend the thesis? Yes No 
If yes, how? 
9. Pick a paragraph that needs revision. Mark the paragraph in the piece. Don't worry 
about proofreading or editing. Revise this paragraph together with the author and 
write the new version below. 
META COGNITIVE REFLECTION ON FIRST DRAFT 
Please read and respond to the following questions as thoughtfully and honestly as 
possible. 
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1. Describe your early processes in writing this essay. Consider discussing how you 
chose your topic, thesis, or how you went about composing your first draft. 
2. What about the peer revision process was helpful? You may comment on the peer 
revising you did and/or on the peer revising comments you received. 
3. a. Look at the rubric; pick a bulleted description that accurately describes a 
strength. 
b. Explain why you did well with this aspect of writing. For example, did 
something else you have written this year help prepare you for this? Reading 
you've done? Writing? Be specific. 
4. a. Pick a bulleted description that accurately describes an area you need to 
improve. 
b. Explain why you need to improve on this aspect of writing. For example, has 
this always been an area of growth for you? Is this a new skill? Be specific. 
c. What will you do differently on the final draft to address this area for 
improvement? Explain. 
5. How will you go about revising your essay? In other words, what steps will you 
go through to get from your rough draft to your final draft? Include at least three 
separate steps. 
6. What aspects of essay writing do you need more help with? Be specific. 
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Open-Ended Metacognitive Reflection 
Reread your essay. Reflect on what you did well, why you think you did well, and what 
process you used to write the paper. Explain your thinking. 
With a critical eye, look at two areas where you could still improve the paper. In detail, 
discuss how you would go about doing it. 
Remember, your response is reflective and personal, not analytical and formal in nature. 
Your response should be 1-2 pages long. 
You will be assessed on the quality and depth of your reflection. 
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APPENDIX B. ESSAY ESSENTIALS HANDOUT 
1. Title. 
Every essay should have an interesting, or at the very least, appropriate title. "Jane 
Eyre" is not enough, nor is a direct restatement of the topic. Give this some thought. 
You can write it at the end if you choose. Make sure, also, that your title covers the main 
idea of your essay and does not mislead the reader. 
2. Formal Style. 
A formal literary essay must take on a formal tone and style. No contractions. No 
slang, colloquialisms, or cliches. Also, the first person is not right either. If the text 
shows something, say it directly. You can use "it appears" or "it seems" to replace "I 
believe" kinds of statements; more correctly, you should be able to say "the text shows." 
3. Introductory paragraph/thesis statement. 
The Introductory paragraph serves two purposes: 
a. It introduces your topic. Your first sentence should immediately let your reader 
know what you will be discussing. If you are doing a paper on a book or poem, give the 
title, author, and a brief description of the book as it relates to your paper. Often a brief 
description of the character relationship relevant to your paper is sufficient. Then, you 
must move from that introduction to your thesis statement. 
b. It provides your thesis statement. Your thesis is your main argument in the paper. It 
should be specific and include the ideas you will express in your explanatory passages. 
This is the key sentence or sentences in your paper and must accurately reflect what you 
will discuss. A thesis statement should be a strong statement of opinion, not a weak, 
unclear statement. For example, an unacceptable thesis statement would be, "Although 
Rochester and St. John share many similar qualities, they are also different in a few 
important ways." Because the statement is so general, your reader has no way of 
knowing what you will discuss in your paper. An acceptable thesis statement would be: 
"Although Rochester and St. John both play the role of suitor to Jane, the emotions they 
represent and the reactions Jane has to their proposals illuminates the struggle between 
passion and intellect for Jane Eyre." From the second thesis, your three points could be as 
follows: How Rochester and St. John's proposals are received by Jane, how the two 
characters represent passion and intellect, and how the proposals reflect Jane's emotional 
struggle. Specific references from the text, of course, would support those arguments. 
This is the most important part of any effective essay. 
4. Quoted material. 
All quoted material must be integrated smoothly into your paper. That means you 
must introduce each quote with at least a sentence of coherent analysis or discussion. For 
example: 
While most evidence suggests that Hamlet is only feigning madness, his mother's 
inability to see the ghost suggests true madness in Hamlet: 
How is it with you . .. (ID.iv. 567) 
-not-
In my second quote, Hamlet's mother disagrees. 
How is it with you . . . (III.iv. 567) 
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Notice that the quote is set off by a colon. This is almost always the correct punctuation 
to introduce a quote. 
Also, keep in mind the correct format for shorter quotes (three lines or fewer) that are 
integrated into the text: "Double quotes go around the material, but be careful of the order 
at the end of the sentence" (3). Notice there is only one period, after the parenthetical 
page reference. 
If you have both dialogue and narration in a shorter quote, you need to use single 
quotes to indicate the dialogue: " ' Is there a place in this neighborhood called 
Thornfield? ' I asked of the waiter who answered the summons" (86). 
5. Transitions. Transitions. Transitions. 
Transitions can be strengthened in all of your papers. You must connect your argument 
across paragraphs. These are not five separate paragraphs, but a coherent essay. The 
last, or most important, idea in the previous paragraph should be mentioned in the 
opening sentence of the next paragraph. This creates a smooth essay. 
See number 4 also. Transitions must be included in the introductions of quotes as 
well. 
6. Conclusions. 
Conclusions need to extend your thesis, not simply restate. One way to think of this is to 
move from specific to general. You begin with what your thesis has argued and extend 
that to a broader area, usually within the work itself (development of character, influence 
on later action, importance to theme). This is your last, best chance to leave your reader 
with the idea that, yes, this is an important paper, and I understand why it is important. 
7. Self-editing I Revision I Proofreading. 
Any paper you hand in should be perfect to the last period, comma, or possessive 
apostrophe. There is no reason why any paper should have spelling mistakes. You have 
to show me you're better than that. Be careful. Be diligent. If you aren' t confident in 
your own abilities, have someone else read it. 
At the same time, you must reread and revise for clarity and organizational structure. 
After every sentence, paragraph, statement, word, you have to ask yourself: Is this what I 
want to say? Can I say it more clearly? Does it relate to my thesis? Does it connect with 
the sentence/word/paragraph before it? This takes time, but it is essential. You are your 
first, and best, critic. It should take you as long (if not longer) to rewrite, revise, and 
tinker as it does to write the essay in the first place. 
This last step must be done on all of your papers. It will take care of a lot of the 
earlier remarks. 
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8. Second/Final Draft 
Due on Monday, September 11. No extensions, no exceptions. You must turn in 
your corrected first draft, your first metacognitive reflection, along with the final. I will 
not collect a second draft without the corrected first draft. I expect you to make most, if 
not all, of my suggested changes, as well as any and all other changes that will make 
your paper more effective, coherent, and precise. 
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APPENDIX C. HOLISTIC RUBRIC FOR LITERARY ANALYSIS 
Score Point Description 
6 • Insightful thesis or position; thesis reflects analytical thinking 
Exceptional • Excellent choice of support through clear, appropriate examples, details, or 
Achievement evidence; well developed analysis or argument that advances thesis 
• Ideas organized, focused, cohesive; control is sustained; strong logical ordering 
of ideas; clear connections through transitions 
• Writing is fluent, polished; demonstrates facility with language; uses meaningful 
sentence variety 
• Free from errors in grammar, usage, mechanics, and passage citation 
5 • Effective thesis or controlling idea; some analytical thinking 
Commendabl • Strong choice of support through clear, appropriate examples, details, or 
e evidence; strong analysis 
Achievement • Generally well organized; adequate attempt of ordering and focus applied 
• Writing is somewhat fluent; demonstrates some facility with language; attempt 
at some variety 
• Generally free from errors in grammar, usage, mechanics, & passage citation 
4 • An attempt at thesis or controlling idea 
Adequate • Support may be predictable, detail has some development; some analysis evident 
Achievement • Generally organized; some attempt of ordering and focus applied 
• Writing may lack fluency; facility may be lacking; uneven attempt at sentence 
variety 
• Some minor errors in grammar, usage, mechanics, and passage citation 
3 • Unoriginal thesis or controlling idea 
Some • Support may be superficial, detail lacks development; little analysis evident 
Evidence of • Poorly organized, little or no attempt of ordering and focus applied 
Achievement • Writing lacks fluency; sentences are choppy; demonstrates problems in 
structure; lacks variety 
• Several errors in grammar, usage, and mechanics which detract from content; 
little proofreading; passages improperly formatted or cited 
2 • Unoriginal thesis or controlling idea 
Limited • Support may be insufficient, detail lacks development; minimal analysis evident 
Evidence of • Ideas are illogical and hard to follow, No transitions to connect ideas 
Achievement • Demonstrates frequent flaws in sentence structure 
• Many errors in grammar, usage, and mechanics which obscure meaning; 
inadequate proofreading; passages impro_perly formatted and cited 
1 • Lacks clear thesis or controlling idea . 
Minimal • Poor choice of support; support is insufficient, inaccurate detail; no analysis 
Evidence of evident 
Achievement • Disorganized or unfocused; results in disjointed and incoherent essay 
• Demonstrates severe flaws in sentence structure 
• Many errors in grammar, usage, and mechanics, no proofreading, errors interfere 
with meaning; passages improperly formatted and cited 
Adapted from CAP Szx-Pomt Ratmg Scale for Essays of the Evaluatzon Type, Californza 
Department of Education, 1989, and Generic Six-Point Rubric, XX High School, XX, CT, 2005. 
Directions for Using Holistic Rubric for Literary Analysis 
1. Read the essay carefully, once through. You may mark the 
essay, but please make sure any major comments are 
marked on the rubric itself. You may go back and read the 
thesis paragraph a second time before marking the rubric. 
2. Each score point, 1-6, has five elements, marked by bullets: 
thesis, support, organization, style, and mechanics. Circle 
the bullet that best marks the essay's achievement level for 
each of the five elements. You may circle bullets in 
different score points. 
3. The score point that has the majority of your marked 
bullets is the score you should give on the essay. 
Exception: if an essay does not have direct support (direct 
quotes), it cannot score above a 4 overall, under any 
circumstances. 
4. Mark the overall score, and add any additional comments 
in the space at the bottom. 
5. Two scorers must be within one point of each other~ if not, 
a third reader is required. 
6. To convert holistic score to a letter grade or number grade, 
use the following scale: 
6 100 A+ 
5 92 A-
4 84 B 
3 76 c 
2 68 D+ 
1 59 F 
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APPENDIX D. EXAMPLES OF CODED METACOGNITIVE REFLECTIONS 
1- R I 
but ·there ere some by points 1 must focus on. 
the g for the rest of my essay. The corruption of power, intellectu::d i 
-
in it 11 in the ond body graph. 
1y conclu.sion i ·brief but it $\ttnS up aU of my i 
d ·puve Md tnfollllUtl · e but J (~uld stiU improve upon it. f1 . 
M/ "/c 
11/sc./c 
M/!> 
r 
m 
In 
iety 
focu n. 
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ut why a. Ut plan 
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. I ·hould bav ked more 
ood le · r. In my .eond body pan;graph, l 
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human ~tom towards the end of the .story. In my body 
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If) 
• n • - ric( but it sums up all of my ideas in my e y. 1 used three ) ~ 
QUCIWIODS in my rJ if ch were supported from evmts in the tory. My cs is -jJ · 
informati' 'e b 1 could still improve upon it ~ 
90 
APPENDIX E. STUDENT SCORES AND LEVELS 
ID SexF1M2 El E2 E3 Ellevel E2Ievel E31evel Rl R2 R3 
1 1 2.5 1 3 1 1 1 3 2 2 
2 2 3.5 3 4.5 1 1 2 3 2 2 
3 1 4 3 4 2 1 2 3 3 2 
4 1 4 4 4 2 2 2 2 2 2 
5 2 5.5 5 5 3 3 3 3 3 3 
6 2 4.5 4 5.5 2 2 3 3 2 3 
7 2 3.5 4 3.5 1 2 1 2 2 2 
8 l 4.5 4 4.5 2 2 2 1 2 2 
9 1 4 4 5 2 2 3 3 3 2 
10 2 5 5 3.5 3 3 1 2 2 2 
11 1 4 4 5 2 2 3 3 2 3 
12 2 3.5 3.5 3.5 1 1 1 1 2 1 
13 1 3.5 4 4.5 1 2 2 2 3 2 
14 2 2.5 3.5 4 1 1 2 2 2 3 
15 1 2.5 3 3.5 1 1 1 2 1 2 
16 1 4 3.5 4 2 1 2 2 2 2 
17 1 4 4 5 2 2 3 3 3 3 
18 1 4 3.5 4.5 2 1 2 2 3 2 
19 1 4 3.5 4.5 2 1 2 3 3 2 
20 2 3.5 4 3.5 1 2 1 3 2 2 
21 1 3.5 4 3.5 1 2 1 2 2 2 
22 2 4 3 4 2 1 2 1 2 3 
23 2 4.5 5 5 2 3 3 3 3 3 
24 2 4 4.5 4.5 2 2 3 3 3 3 
25 1 3 3 3.5 1 1 1 3 2 2 
26 1 3 4 4 1 2 2 2 3 3 
27 2 3 3 3.5 1 1 1 1 1 2 
28 2 3.5 3.5 4.5 1 1 2 3 3 2 
29 1 4 4 4.5 2 2 2 2 1 2 
30 1 5.5 5 5 3 3 3 3 3 3 
31 2 4 4 3 1 2 1 3 1 1 
32 1 4 3.5 5 1 1 3 1 1 1 
33 1 4 3.5 3.5 1 1 1 2 2 1 
34 2 4 4 4 1 2 2 1 2 2 
35 2 4 3.5 4.5 1 1 2 3 2 3 
36 1 6 4.5 5 3 2 3 3 2 2 
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APPENDIX F. SELECTED STUDENT REFLECTIONS 
Student 23 (Level 3 Metacognition, Level 3 Writing) 
The method I used to write my character analysis paper for A Tale Of Two Cities 
was like most of my papers. First I wrote my thesis, which I believed I could support 
using many points in the story. Secondly, I gathered my evidence from the book itself, 
marking where significant passages were that I could use to support my thesis statement. 
I then tried organizing my essay in a logical way, and one that put my strongest 
arguments into plain view for the reader. After writing, I edited the paper intensely, 
moving paragraphs and editing for content and grammar alike. 
One thing I believe I did well in my character analysis was concentrating less on 
the plot and simply pulling out important pieces of information from the novel. I have a 
tendency to over write the plot when analyzing, and in this case I focused more on the 
points in the plot that were pertinent to my thesis. Another important aspect of the 
assignment I believe I did well was using evidence that was relevant and incorporating 
this evidence into my essay fluently. I supported this evidence so that the quotes in the 
essay were not simply chunks of the book thrown in at random. I tried my best to support 
the quotes and link them all to my thesis statement 
Although my essay had some strengths, I didn't exactly follow the assignment to 
its greatest detail. I recall the assignment requiring us to perform a close read 
examination on all of the passages that we chose to support our thesis. Well, I didn't 
really do that. Rather; I simply tried to incorporate some of the aspects of a close read 
when analyzing the passages in relation to my thesis. In a way, I used the evidence like I 
would in any other assignment while only keeping in mind the close read process. I hope 
this didn't upset you too much. To improve this I should think deeper, first, about the 
passages I am to use and then do an intensive study of them so that I know how to use the 
close read aspects of the passages in my essay. Also, I sometimes digressed from the 
analytical writing style that should have been evident throughout. Instead, I used some of 
the persuasive methods I remembered from writing persuasive essays. This probably 
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derived from having a point that wasn't easy to prove, and I felt the impulse to adopt a 
strong standpoint on something that was hard to confirm. In the future, I will rely on the 
analytical style to write my papers and steer away from some of the persuasive, 
argumentive, techniques that I used in writing this character analysis. Oh, and I didn't 
have a title ... 
Student 29 (Level 2 Metacognition, Level 2 Writing) 
Two things I did right on my thesis essay on A Tale of Two Cities are explaining my 
quotes and tying my paragraphs to my thesis at the end of each one. I believe that I 
followed the rule of having an explanation as long as the quote you put in and having the 
quotes there helped me prove the point in my thesis. I also tied my body paragraphs to 
my thesis at the end of each one to let the reader see how each one is patt of the thesis 
and not lose track of what the reason is for my essay. These things are two of the things I 
did right on my essay. 
Two things I didn't do right on my essay are that there was a lot of repetition and 
too much plot summary. I think that my conclusion doesn't expand on the idea that Dr. 
Manette saves others for his salvation, but it restates my introduction in different words 
that mean the same. Another thing I noticed that I shouldn't have done is a lot of plot 
summary, especially in body paragraph three. The best thing to do then was to summarize 
the plot into a shorter summary, and to use a quote there, as I didn't have a quote in my 
third body paragraph either. These are two of the things I did wrong on my essay. 
Student 31 (Level 1 Metacognition, Levell Writng) 
As I was writing my essay about Sydney Carton and how he was the most 
realistic character in A Tale of Two Cities, I was thinking about how influential he is to 
the reader. Throughout my essay, I tried to get my point across as best as possible about 
how much he changed throughout the novel and how realistic his character change was. I 
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used a series of quotes that I found from the book that I believe helped get my point 
across better. I used quotes from the beginning of the novel to show what he was like in 
the beginning, and then used a quote from the ending of the novel, which helped show his 
dramatic change. 
In this essay, my three body paragraphs answer questions in this order: what he 
symbolizes, how he changed from beginning to end, and the event that caused him to 
change. 1 was able to put in quotes and passages from the book to support my ideas. In 
the third paragraph, I chose the event that helped change Sydney was when he admitted 
to Lucie he loved her. This was the first instance when the reader sees Sydney take the 
spotlight and becomes a compassionate man. Some would argue that the event that 
changed Sydney was when he sacrificed himself for Darnay which shows loyalty and 
nobility, but that was not the first instance where we see Sydney's character change. The 
very first time we see his change is when he confesses his love to Lucie. 
I think I wrote this essay pretty well, and I'd give myself a grade anywhere in the 
B range probably. I thought I got my point across and was able to support it with quotes 
and passages that were able to help make my points stand out better. 
Student 32 (Level 1 Metacognition, Level 3 Writing) 
I think Lucie is a very important character and her effectiveness in Dickens ' novel should 
be better explained than I did. I think I could have elaborated more on all of my 
paragraphs and made my point clearer on most of my subjects. I think I could have 
elaborated more on the explanation of the Sun as a symbol for Lucie, but I think I got the 
connection paragraph down. 
I did not use a quote in my second paragraph because I could not find one that 
included the phrase "Golden Thread". I deeply regret not being able to find one because 
I think that would have been a perfect quote to add into that paragraph. 
The questions I answered in my essay were: How does Lucie effect the 
characters? How does Lucie change the characters?, and What does she symbolize? 
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